A cold war magazine of causes: a critical history of The Reporter, 1949-1968 by Cassel, E.A.C. van
PDF hosted at the Radboud Repository of the Radboud University
Nijmegen
 
 
 
 
The following full text is a publisher's version.
 
 
For additional information about this publication click this link.
http://hdl.handle.net/2066/43747
 
 
 
Please be advised that this information was generated on 2017-12-06 and may be subject to
change.
Elke van Cassel
A Critical History of The Reporter, 1949-1968
A Cold War 
Magazine of Causes
 
 
 
A Cold War Magazine of Causes 
A Critical History of The Reporter, 1949-1968 
 
 
 
 
Elke van Cassel
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Cover design: Eelco Kroonenberg 
 A Cold War Magazine of Causes 
A Critical History of The Reporter, 1949-1968 
 
 
 
Een wetenschappelijke proeve op het gebied van de Letteren 
 
 
 
Proefschrift 
 
 
 
ter verkrijging van de graad van doctor 
aan de Radboud Universiteit Nijmegen 
op gezag van de Rector Magnificus prof. dr. C.W.P.M. Blom, 
volgens besluit van het College van Decanen 
in het openbaar te verdedigen op dinsdag 20 maart 2007 
om 15:30 uur precies 
 
 
 
door 
 
Elke Anniek Carolien van Cassel 
 
geboren op 30 september 1975 
te Leiden 
 Promotores:   Prof. dr. J.T.J. Bak 
    Prof. dr. C.A. van Minnen 
    (Roosevelt Study Center) 
 
Manuscriptcommissie:   Prof. dr. R.A.M. Aerts 
    Prof. dr. R.V.A. Janssens 
    (Universiteit van Amsterdam) 
    Dr. J.H.J. Geurts 
  
 
 
 
 
 
To Eelco 
and the memory of my father 
 
 Table of Contents 
 
Introduction 1 
The Reporter: A Magazine of Facts and Ideas (1949-1968) 1 
Scholarly Attention 3 
Research Questions, Method, and Sources 6 
Scholarly Context 11 
Magazine Studies 11 
Magazine Influence 13 
The Cold War State-Private Network 16 
Organization of the Dissertation 18 
Part I – The Reporter – A Journalistic Enterprise 21 
Chapter 1 – Origins & Founding – 1945-1949 23 
Max Ascoli’s Anti-Fascism 24 
The Americanization of Max Ascoli 27 
1945-1947 – Promoting World Peace 33 
1947-1948 – First Initiatives 36 
A Magazine for the Marshall Plan Era 39 
Facts & Ideas 42 
What’s In a Name 46 
Making Freedom Operational 48 
1948-1949 – The Prototype Period 53 
A Journalistic Experiment 56 
The First Issue 59 
Reception of the First Issue 65 
Chapter 2 – Format & Editorial Staff 69 
Finding a Format 69 
Views & Reviews 71 
Literary and Cultural Critics 73 
Ideological Background 75 
The Reporter’s Editorial Staff 80 
Max Ascoli and the Reporter Staff 81 
Internal Differences 83 
Prodigal Sons and Alter Egos 85 
Philip Horton: Second-in-Command 87 
Harlan Cleveland’s Executive Editorship: 1953-1956 91 
The Reporter’s Female Staff Members 94 
Marya Mannes 95 
Meg Greenfield 99 
Ideological Limitations 102 
 Chapter 3 – Financial Background & Readership 109 
The Reporter’s Financial Background 109 
The Reporter’s Advertising Strategy 113 
Focus on Opinion Leadership 115 
Circulation 120 
Readership 129 
Part II – The Reporter – A Magazine of Causes 137 
Chapter 4 – The Power and Responsibility of the Press 139 
Washington Readership 139 
Journalistic Standing 143 
Responsibility of the Press 145 
Objectivity vs. Interpretation 147 
The Reporter’s Journalistic Approach 150 
The Press and Government 156 
The Reporter’s Washington Staff 160 
Douglass Cater 160 
William Rivers 165 
Meg Greenfield 166 
Changing Journalistic Attitude 167 
Chapter 5 – The Reporter’s Investigative Journalism 171 
Keeping the Muckraking Tradition Alive 172 
The China Lobby 176 
In Defense of the Truman Administration 179 
A Controversial Circulation Booster 183 
Defending Civil Liberties and Attacking the FBI 189 
The Lie-Detector Era 192 
Clouds from Nevada 195 
Lasting Value of The Reporter’s Investigative Journalism 199 
Chapter 6 – The Reporter’s Opposition to McCarthy 203 
Liberal Intellectuals and McCarthyism 204 
The Strain on Our Liberties 206 
McCarthyism 212 
Behind and Beyond McCarthy 217 
McCarthyism and Foreign Affairs 221 
The Purgers and the Purged 224 
The Reporter under Attack 226 
Smear and Counter Smear 231 
The Time Has Come, Mr. President 237 
Putting McCarthy in Perspective 241 
Chapter 7 – The Reporter’s Gradualist Approach to Civil Rights 249 
“The Negro Citizen” 250 
 International Implications 254 
Civil Rights and Decolonization 258 
“The Courage of Prudence” 262 
“Go Slow”: An Interview with William Faulkner 266 
Rise of the Civil Rights Movement 272 
Up from Tokenism 274 
Civil Disobedience vs. Separatism 278 
White Liberals and “the Negro Problem” 283 
Black Power: Riots and Violence 293 
Part III – The Reporter – A Cold War Magazine 299 
Chapter 8 – Shaping Cold War Mentality 301 
Cold War Rhetoric 302 
The Reporter and Liberal Anti-Communism 305 
Life Behind the Iron Curtain 309 
The Satellite States 314 
Cold War Covers 317 
The Threat of Communist Expansion 319 
The Sino-Soviet Split 322 
Peaceful Coexistence 327 
The Berlin Wall 331 
The Cuban Missile Crisis 334 
The Road to Vietnam 339 
Chapter 9 – Propaganda, Policy, and Covert Operations 345 
The Reporter and the Cold War State-Private Network 345 
World War II Origins 346 
OWI and OSS: Breeding Ground for Journalistic Talent 348 
Propaganda & Policy: A Coordinated Effort 352 
The Reporter and the Campaign of Truth 356 
The CIA’s “Mighty Wurlitzer” 361 
The Reporter and the Cultural Cold War 362 
Culture and Politics 367 
The CIA and the Press 370 
Cold War Covert Operations 372 
The Reporter’s Intelligence Network 375 
The Reporter’s Financial Background 384 
Ramparts’ Revelations and The Reporter’s Folding 388 
Caught in the FBI/CIA Power Struggle 390 
State-Private Networks: The Issue of Control 393 
Coda 397 
Chapter 10 – Turn to the Right? 399 
The Reporter and the Liberal Consensus 399 
A Debate about Liberalism 403 
 The Reporter and Adlai Stevenson 408 
The Reporter and the Kennedy Administration 410 
This “Red-or-Dead” Nonsense 413 
Turn to the Right 416 
Changing Perspective on International Cooperation 418 
European Integration 419 
The United States and the United Nations 422 
A New Editorial Adviser 424 
The Reporter and the Vietnam War 428 
American Involvement in Vietnam, 1950-1965 429 
The Reporter and Lyndon B. Johnson 435 
The Reporter and the New Left 439 
Supporting the Government Line 442 
Protests and Cancellations 445 
Max Ascoli’s Dissent from Dissent 448 
The Collapse of the Liberal Consensus 452 
Chapter 11 – Demise & Folding 455 
Magazine Life Cycles 456 
Financial Difficulties 458 
Loss of Vitality 463 
Departure of Key Staff Members 464 
Increased Emphasis on Foreign Affairs 466 
More Pronounced Editorial Line 470 
The Search for a Successor 472 
Dwight Martin 473 
Douglass Cater 474 
Philip Horton 478 
Max Ascoli’s Decision to Fold 482 
The Ill-Fated Deal with Harper’s 483 
“Say It Isn’t So”: Reactions to The Reporter’s Folding 486 
The Final Issue and Beyond 491 
Coda 494 
Conclusion: The Reporter’s Legacy 495 
Reasons for Neglect 495 
Strengths and Limitations 497 
Future Research 499 
Contribution to Scholarly Debate 500 
Appendix – Magazine Profile The Reporter (1949-1968) 503 
List of Abbreviations 509 
Bibliography 511 
 Index 559 
Summary in Dutch 569 
Curriculum Vitae 573 
 
 
Acknowledgments 
 
Completing this immense project has been a long and enriching journey. There 
have been many people who have contributed, in one way or another, to its 
successful completion and I am grateful to all of them. 
 First of all, I would like to thank my promotor, Hans Bak, who initiated 
this project and saw me as the perfect candidate to execute it. I am very much 
indebted to him for reading the many different versions of each chapter with 
immense patience and an editor’s precision. I thank him not only for his 
invaluable guidance throughout, but also for allowing and encouraging me to 
make this project my own. 
 This dissertation is part of the research program ‘Magazines and 
Periodicals as Instruments of Twentieth-Century American Culture’, which was 
initiated by the American Studies department at the Radboud University 
Nijmegen (RU) conjointly with the Roosevelt Study Center (RSC) in 
Middelburg, a research institute devoted to twentieth-century American history. 
I would like to thank Kees van Minnen for his support and guidance, both as 
promotor and as director of the RSC. The four years I spent there have greatly 
enhanced my research. The RSC’s resources made it possible for me to present 
my work at a number of international conferences, to travel to Boston to 
examine the Reporter archives, to acquire the books and archival materials I 
needed, and even for me and my colleagues Usha Wilbers and Tom Kuipers to 
organize an international conference on magazine studies. 
 My time at the RSC has also been enriching in other ways. I would like 
to thank my colleagues, Hans Krabbendam, Giles Scott-Smith, Leontien Joosse, 
Erik van den Berg, Usha Wilbers, Tom Kuipers and Gonny Pasaribu, for 
making it feel like a home away from home. I thank Hans Krabbendam in 
particular for proofreading the manuscript and for his valuable advice. Very 
special thanks goes to Giles Scott-Smith, whose invaluable expertise in all 
matters pertaining to the CIA has helped me broaden the scope of my research. 
Thank you, Giles, for encouraging me to dig deeper and to ‘follow the money’. 
 I also greatly appreciate the comments and suggestions offered by Frans 
Korsten, Jac Geurts, and Remieg Aerts at the Radboud University Nijmegen, as 
well as the practical guidance I received from Diederik Oostdijk and Mathilde 
Roza, who preceded me as PhD candidates at the American Studies department. 
Thank you also to Irene Vrinte, who laid the foundation for my evaluation of 
The Reporter’s “Views & Reviews” section by putting together an overview of 
short stories published in the magazine. 
My research took me to Boston a number of times to consult the 
Reporter archives. I am grateful to the Radboud University Nijmegen, the 
Roosevelt Study Center, and the Netherlands Organization for Scientific 
Research (NWO), which have generously supported my research trips. The 
Fulbright Center granted me a Fulbright Scholarship to conduct research at the 
Howard Gotlieb Archival Research Center at Boston University. I am especially 
indebted to the staff of the Howard Gotlieb Archival Research Center, in 
particular to its director, the late Howard Gotlieb, and to Sean Noel and Charles 
Niles. I would also like to thank Bruce Schulman and Samantha Khosla of the 
American and New England Studies department at Boston University for their 
hospitality during my time as a visiting Fulbright scholar. Special words of 
thanks go to Terry McKinney, who made sure that I saw more of Boston than 
the inside of Boston University. 
Presenting my research at international conferences gave me a chance 
to gain new insights and broaden my perspective. I would particularly like to 
thank Tony Badger, Helen Laville and Hugh Wilford, and Ellen Garvey for 
giving me the opportunity to give papers in both the United Kingdom and the 
United States. 
I thank Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., Denis Warner, Donald Allan, Harlan 
Cleveland, Nat Hentoff, Peter Ascoli, and Robert Cowley for taking the time to 
talk to me and for answering my letters and e-mails, giving me new and 
valuable insights into The Reporter and its editor-in-chief Max Ascoli. I also 
thank Karen Paget, Frances Stonor Saunders, Bruce Cummings, and Carol 
Polsgrove, for sharing with me the relevant information on The Reporter they 
had come across in their own research. A special word of thanks goes to 
Dorothy Doudna, wife of the late Martin Doudna, who made my work easier by 
agreeing to donate all of her husband’s interviews with Reporter staff members 
to the Howard Gotlieb Archival Research Center. 
Very special words of thanks go to my family and friends, who have 
supported me throughout this long journey and without whose encouragement I 
would not have come this far. I would especially like to thank my parents for 
encouraging me at an early age to challenge myself intellectually and for 
enabling me to do so in the United States. I would also like to thank my mother, 
Ans, and my aunt Riet for their neverending support and their pride in all my 
achievements. I thank Marleen, Marieke, and Andrea for urging me on, by mail, 
by e-mail, by phone, and in person. I am especially grateful to Jasmijn 
Bovendeert. I might not have embarked on this journey at all, if it had not been 
for your support. Thank you also for continuing to remind me that one day this 
dissertation would be done. 
My final words are for Eelco, who never stopped believing in me. You 
have been there for me every step of the way, spurring me on. Without your 
loving support and invaluable insights there would be no 600-page dissertation 
to defend, because I would still be stuck on Chapter 1. Despite your continued 
enthusiasm and encouragement, I am sure that over the years you have 
frequently wondered in despair whether the day would ever come when you 
would no longer have to share me with Max Ascoli and his cronies. That day 
has finally arrived. 
 
 Introduction 
“Everything in the magazine industry’s past was no more than a prelude to the 
vast changes that have occurred since the Second World War,” John Tebbel and 
Mary Ellen Zuckerman have noted.1 The postwar years were a period of 
transformation in American magazine publishing. On the one hand, the 
economic boom that characterized this period resulted in a flood of new 
magazine titles and a rise in both advertising revenue and circulation figures. 
On the other hand, the magazine industry faced fierce competition from the new 
medium of television. While more and more Americans turned to television for 
entertainment, however, they continued to rely on magazines for information.2 
The 1950s and early 1960s were a time when magazines still played an 
important role in helping the American public make sense of the world around 
them. The emerging Cold War and the United States’ new international 
responsibility created a demand for detailed information about international 
affairs. Founded in 1949 as a new magazine for the postwar era, The Reporter 
aimed to meet this need. Its lifespan – from 1949 till 1968 – coincided not only 
with the period of transformation in American magazine publishing, but with 
the rise and subsequent disintegration of the Cold War consensus as well. As 
such, The Reporter forms a particularly rewarding subject for a magazine study. 
The Reporter: A Magazine of Facts and Ideas (1949-1968) 
The Reporter’s formative years coincided with the consolidation of the Cold 
War, marked by the Alger Hiss trial, the creation of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO), the Soviet blockade of Berlin and the American airlift, 
the dismissal of accused Communists from New York schools, the Soviet 
Union’s successful attempt at developing and exploding an atomic bomb, and 
the “loss” of China to Communism. With its fierce anti-Communism, combined 
with a fundamental belief in American exceptionalism, The Reporter played an 
important role in shaping Cold War mentality. As the only new liberal magazine 
to come out of the experiences of World War II and to make the defense of 
freedom – both at home and abroad – its principal reason for being, The 
Reporter not only embodied, but helped shape the coherent worldview often 
referred to as the “liberal consensus” which united American intellectuals and 
policymakers during the 1950s and 1960s. The magazine’s 1968 demise 
coincided with the disintegration of this commitment to anti-Communism as the 
basis of foreign policy and liberal reform as the solution to domestic difficulties. 
                                                     
1 John Tebbel and Mary Ellen Zuckerman, The Magazine in America, 1741-1990 (New York: 
Oxford University Press, 1991), 243. 
2 For a detailed discussion of the transformation of the American magazine industry see: Tebbel 
and Zuckerman, The Magazine in America, 1741-1990, 243-65 and David Abrahamson, 
Magazine-Made America. The Cultural Transformation of the Postwar Periodical (Cresskill, NJ: 
Hampton Press, Inc., 1996). 
  
2 
Despite this convergence, The Reporter can best be characterized as a critical 
representative of American liberalism. The magazine’s conviction that, in light 
of the threat posed by international Communism, international affairs should 
take precedence over domestic concerns and its early opposition against the 
excesses of McCarthyism illustrate the divergences within the liberal 
community. 
The Reporter, “A Fortnightly of Facts and Ideas,” was founded by the 
Italian-born political philosopher Max Ascoli, who would serve as the 
magazine’s editor-in-chief and publisher throughout its nineteen-year existence. 
Backed by his wife’s personal fortune, Ascoli was able to create one of the most 
widely read and most influential public interest magazines in the United States.3 
It eventually reached a circulation of 200,000. With its combination of 
interpretative and investigative journalism The Reporter aimed to influence 
public opinion as well as government policy. Its in-depth coverage of both 
international and domestic affairs won The Reporter numerous journalistic 
prizes. Contributors to The Reporter included many prominent historians and 
political and economic commentators such as Isaac Deutscher, John Kenneth 
Galbraith, Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., Adolf A. Berle, and Henry Kissinger; literary 
and cultural critics such as Malcolm Cowley, George Steiner, and Alfred Kazin; 
prominent intellectuals such as Mary McCarthy and Irving Howe; and well-
known writers such as Bernard Malamud, Vladimir Nabokov, James Baldwin, 
Gore Vidal, and Ray Bradbury. The Reporter also gave young talent a chance to 
get published. David Halberstam, for example, later a Pulitzer Prize-winning 
author, published his first short story, on which he based his first novel, in The 
Reporter. Policymakers also frequently used The Reporter as a platform to 
assess the feasibility of specific policy ideas. Among its contributors were 
eleven US senators, including J. William Fulbright, Jacob Javits, John F. 
Kennedy, and Wayne Morse, as well as a number of congressmen and 
prominent members of the executive and judicial branches, including Dean 
Acheson, McGeorge Bundy, George Kennan, Daniel P. Moynihan, and Paul 
Nitze. 
The Reporter has been called “the last of the one-man magazines.”4 
This characteristic has important implications for its internal organization and 
its ultimate demise and forms a recurrent theme in this study. However, 
although The Reporter was to a large extent shaped by Max Ascoli’s ideas, a 
number of other editors and staff members also made important contributions to 
shaping the magazine’s identity and attaining its objectives. Philip Horton, who 
served as Ascoli’s second-in-command throughout The Reporter’s existence, 
played a crucial role in shaping the magazine’s investigative reporting. 
Washington editors Douglass Cater and Meg Greenfield were indispensable in 
                                                     
3 Although The Reporter was ostensibly financed from the Ascolis’ private funds, this study calls 
this public version of the magazine’s financial background into question, on the grounds of its 
close involvement with the CIA’s covert operations of the period. See Chapter 9 (Propaganda, 
Policy, and Covert Operations). 
4 Nora Sayre, “Death of the ‘Reporter’,” New Statesman 76, no. 1952 (August 9, 1968), 168. 
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3 
establishing and expanding The Reporter’s reputation as required reading in 
Washington, DC. Foreign correspondents Claire Sterling, Denis Warner, 
Edmond Taylor, and George Bailey helped fulfill The Reporter’s aim to provide 
both the general public and American policymakers with in-depth information 
on foreign affairs. In the guise of Sec, The Reporter’s satirical poet, Marya 
Mannes also played an important role in shaping the magazine’s voice and 
identity. 
Scholarly Attention 
The Reporter’s immediate impact and its more long-term influence – the role it 
played in shaping the cultural, political, and journalistic climate of the Cold War 
era – form the primary focus of this dissertation. Throughout the 1950s and 
early 1960s, The Reporter functioned as an agenda-setter, on a par with such 
prominent liberal journals of opinion as The Nation, The New Republic, 
Commentary, The New Leader, and Partisan Review. Unlike these magazines, 
however, The Reporter has been overlooked in studies of the period. Despite the 
magazine’s large circulation and its prominence at the time analyses of the 
intellectual debates of the 1950s and early 1960s do not mention The Reporter.5 
The Reporter has also been overlooked in journalism historians’ accounts of 
investigative journalism during this period. This is even more remarkable 
considering the fact that it was one of the few magazines that kept the tradition 
of investigative reporting alive during the predominantly conformist 1950s.6 By 
assessing The Reporter’s influence and lasting significance, this study aims to 
determine whether this oversight is justified, or whether the magazine deserves 
increased attention. 
The fact that The Reporter has been overlooked by scholars of 
American intellectual and journalistic history of the 1950s and 1960s is all the 
more curious in view of the fact that a monograph about the magazine was 
published in 1976.7 This book, Concerned About the Planet: The Reporter 
                                                     
5 See, for instance: Robert R. Tomes, Apocalypse Then: American Intellectuals and the Vietnam 
War, 1954-1975 (New York: New York University Press, 1998); Richard H. Pells, The Liberal 
Mind in a Conservative Age: American Intellectuals in the 1940s & 1950s (New York: Harper & 
Row, 1985); and Ellen Schrecker, Many Are the Crimes: McCarthyism in America (New York: 
Little, Brown & Company, 1998). It should be noted that a number of Reporter articles have been 
included in two recent additions to “The Library of America” series: Reporting Vietnam. Part 
One: American Journalism 1959-1969 (1998) and Reporting Civil Rights. Part One: American 
Journalism 1941-1963. The inclusion of Reporter articles in these works indicates that the editors 
consider The Reporter’s contribution to the coverage of and debate about the civil rights struggle 
and the Vietnam War on a par with that of such widely known magazines as The New Yorker, The 
Saturday Evening Post, Harper’s, The New Republic, The Nation, and Commentary, which are 
also included in these collections. 
6 See, for example, John M. Harrison and Harry H. Stein, eds., Muckraking: Past, Present, and 
Future (University Park, PA: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1973) and David L. Protess, et 
al., The Journalism of Outrage: Investigative Reporting and Agenda Building in America (New 
York: Guilford Press, 1991). 
7 Historians have also been able to draw on two anthologies published by The Reporter Magazine 
Company: Max Ascoli, ed., The Reporter Reader (Garden City, NY: Doubleday & Company, 
  
4 
Magazine and American Liberalism, 1949-1968 by Martin K. Doudna, was 
based on a dissertation completed in 1971.8 Due to the timing of its publication 
Doudna’s book, the only major work on The Reporter to this date, did not spark 
renewed interest in the magazine.9 
Although Doudna’s work is important as a first characterization of The 
Reporter, it is also hampered by a number of limitations. Firstly, although 
Concerned About the Planet was published in 1976, there were only three short 
years between the folding of The Reporter in 1968 and the point in time at 
which Martin Doudna finished his research, in 1971. This brief time-span 
between the magazine’s demise and the attempt to put it in its proper context 
and perspective impeded Doudna’s analysis in a number of ways. For one, 
Doudna was looking back on the 1950s and 1960s at a time when many of the 
social, cultural, and intellectual shifts and transformations that marked the end 
of the period of liberal consensus had not yet come to an end. The Vietnam 
War, the most prominent symbol of this upheaval, was still going on. Assessing 
the Cold War consensus of the 1950s and early 1960s from the perspective of 
the early 1970s thus seems an almost impossible feat. Although this account 
inevitably has its own distortions, it will benefit from added distance. 
The brief period between The Reporter’s demise and Doudna’s 
examination of the magazine also meant that Max Ascoli was closely involved 
with the project. Although The Reporter had folded, Max Ascoli continued to 
be very protective of the magazine, which he considered his intellectual 
property. Doudna’s research was limited in scope because Ascoli did not grant 
him access to The Reporter’s archives. As a result, Doudna based his 
dissertation on a selective analysis of the magazine’s contents and interviews 
with Ascoli and his former staff. Doudna’s analysis of The Reporter’s internal 
history thus depended entirely on his interviews with former staff members. 
Such interviews should, of course, always be used with care, because they may 
provide distorted images and interpretations of events. This is especially true in 
the case of Doudna’s interviews, because they were conducted at a time when 
many of these former staff members were still very disgruntled over Ascoli’s 
decision to fold the magazine. Their interpretation of events was clearly colored 
                                                                                                                                  
Inc., 1956) and Max Ascoli, ed., Our Times: The Best from The Reporter (New York: Farrar, 
Straus & Cudahy, 1960). 
8 Martin K. Doudna, Concerned About the Planet: The Reporter Magazine and American 
Liberalism, 1949-1968 (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1976). 
9 Max Ascoli’s life and work before he founded The Reporter have been the subject of recent 
scholarly research. Both Renato Camurri and Rosario Tosiello have explored Ascoli’s 
experiences as an anti-Fascist in Italy and as an Italian exile in the United States. Camurri has 
presented a number of papers based on his research at international conferences, but has not yet 
published his findings. Tosiello passed away in 2002, before he could complete his biography of 
Max Ascoli. He has published one article based on his research: Rosario J. Tosiello, “Max Ascoli: 
A Lifetime of Rockefeller Connections,” in The “Unacceptables”: American Foundations and 
Refugee Scholars Between the Two Wars and After, ed. Giuliana Gemelli, (Brussels: PIE Lang, 
2000), 107-40. 
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by their bitterness.10 Correspondence between Doudna and Ascoli also 
demonstrates that Ascoli proofread the entire manuscript and pressured Doudna 
to take his side, especially where conflicts were concerned.11 Without access to 
the archives, it was not always possible for Doudna to examine a discussion 
from more than one side. Clearly, then, Ascoli’s presence hampered the scope 
and objectivity of Doudna’s account. Despite the many impediments he faced in 
writing his account of The Reporter’s history, however, many of Doudna’s 
conclusions about the magazine’s role in the post-war liberal community still 
hold up, as will be shown hereafter. 
This dissertation moves beyond Doudna’s research in a number of 
important respects. First of all, it is based on a much wider variety of sources. It 
is the first scholarly treatise to make extensive use of The Reporter’s archives. 
Access to this information adds an entirely new perspective to this study of the 
magazine, making it possible to examine both its internal and its external 
history. This study approaches The Reporter from a comprehensive and 
multifaceted perspective, moving beyond the magazine’s contents to explore its 
impact on the social, cultural, political, and journalistic context of its time. 
This dissertation also moves beyond Doudna’s focus on The Reporter 
as Max Ascoli’s magazine. In his analysis of The Reporter’s contents Doudna 
focused primarily on Ascoli’s editorials. Although these provide indispensable 
insights into the magazine’s editorial policy, the full extent of the magazine’s 
impact and its role in the intellectual discourse of the 1950s and 1960s can only 
be understood by examining all of its features, including editorials, articles, and, 
where relevant, book reviews, cartoons, illustrations, covers, and 
advertisements. Although Max Ascoli – editor, publisher, and financier in one – 
certainly played a crucial role in shaping The Reporter’s identity, a magazine is 
always a meeting place for many different voices. The influence of The 
Reporter exceeded that of Max Ascoli, especially during the 1950s. An 
exclusive focus on the editor-in-chief does not, therefore, do the magazine 
justice. This dissertation aims to present a more complete picture of The 
Reporter as a journalistic enterprise. In order to do so, it features the entire 
network surrounding the magazine, including staff members, contributors, 
correspondents, and readers. 
This study charts The Reporter’s readership, which extended well 
beyond its circulation and included non-paying readers as well as the ripple-
effect achieved when the magazine’s articles were picked up by other media. In 
examining The Reporter’s readership, this study differentiates the magazine’s 
actual from its implied audience. As Remieg Aerts has demonstrated in his 
work on the prominent Dutch nineteenth-century periodical De Gids, 
                                                     
10 The transcripts of Martin Doudna’s interviews with Reporter staff members have been donated 
to the Howard Gotlieb Archival Research Center at Boston University. They are now part of the 
Max Ascoli Collection and I have consulted them as part of my research. 
11 This correspondence between Max Ascoli and Martin Doudna can be found in box 214 of the 
Max Ascoli Collection, Howard Gotlieb Archival Research Center at Boston University (hereafter 
cited as MAC). 
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reconstructing a magazine’s actual audience forms a distinct challenge.12 While 
the implied audience can be deduced from prospecti and advertisements and 
from the content and price of the magazine, the actual reader is much more 
difficult to trace. In the absence of subscription records, the readership surveys 
and letters to the editor in the magazine’s archives provide the most substantial 
insights into the composition of the magazine’s actual readership. 
This dissertation is also an attempt to move beyond Doudna’s focus on 
The Reporter as an exponent of American liberalism, by placing it in a larger 
historical and academic context which includes magazine studies and 
journalism history, as well as Cold War studies. Recent developments in the 
interrelated fields of Cold War studies and international relations make this an 
especially opportune time for a re-evaluation of The Reporter. In recent years 
studies of the Cold War era have increasingly focused on the ideological aspects 
of the conflict between the United States and the Soviet Union, presenting it as 
a “war of ideas” as well as a geo-political and military conflict. Scholars of 
international relations and diplomatic history working within the 
interdisciplinary field of Cold War studies no longer view policymakers and 
statesmen as the sole shapers of American policy, but are focusing attention on 
the role private citizens and organizations played in shaping American policy 
and ideology during the Cold War era. As this study hopes to demonstrate, The 
Reporter forms an important example of the role private citizens played in 
shaping American Cold War policy. As will be discussed in greater detail 
further on in this introduction, this study of The Reporter aims to provide a 
number of new insights into the origins and workings of the state-private 
network that shaped and propagated American Cold War ideology and policy 
during the 1950s and 1960s. 
Research Questions, Method, and Sources 
The primary objective of this dissertation is to answer the following central 
research question: What role did The Reporter play in shaping the cultural, 
political, and journalistic climate of the Cold War era? This is an important 
question because the magazine’s founders explicitly expressed their intent to 
influence both public opinion and government policy. Did the editors achieve 
this goal? Can the magazine be characterized as an agenda-setter? In order to 
properly examine The Reporter’s impact, it is important to chart the different 
types of influence the magazine exerted. This dissertation, therefore, examines 
not only The Reporter’s influence on the political decision-making process, but 
also the role the magazine’s coverage and editorial commentary played in 
shaping Cold War mentality. In order to determine the magazine’s role and its 
lasting significance, it is essential to explore both The Reporter’s objectives and 
its actual accomplishments by examining the magazine’s internal as well as its 
external history. While The Reporter’s internal history provides valuable 
                                                     
12 See Remieg Aerts, “De Gids en zijn publiek. Een compositieportret,” Jaarboek voor 
Nederlandse Boekgeschiedenis, 1 (1994), 107-29. 
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insights into the objectives and ideas that shaped the magazine and the internal 
dynamic between Max Ascoli and his staff, the magazine’s external history 
examines the cultural, political, and journalistic context in which it operated. To 
put The Reporter in its proper context it is necessary to examine the interaction 
between internal and external factors which both played an important role in the 
magazine’s growth as well as in its ultimate decline. 
The main methods employed in composing this internal and external 
history of The Reporter were archival research and content analysis, 
complemented with interviews and background literature. What were the ideas, 
principles, and experiences that were formative in the magazine’s conception 
and founding? How did the intellectual and personal background of Max Ascoli 
and the most prominent members of his staff shape these ideas and principles? 
Was The Reporter’s editorial line on such issues as McCarthyism, civil rights, 
and different aspects of American foreign policy determined by Ascoli alone? If 
not, what role did other members of the staff play in shaping it? How did 
changes in the composition of the editorial staff influence the magazine’s 
editorial policy and vision? What role did financial considerations play in The 
Reporter’s rise and ultimate decline? To answer these questions and accurately 
depict the magazine’s internal history and the internal dynamic that gave it its 
identity, archival research was indispensable. Access to The Reporter’s archives 
has provided new insights into the magazine’s objectives, the shaping of its 
editorial policy, the dynamic between Max Ascoli and his staff, and the 
workings of the network surrounding the magazine. This study was the first to 
make extensive use of The Reporter’s files, which are part of the Max Ascoli 
Collection, at the Howard Gotlieb Archival Research Center at Boston 
University. 
The material in The Reporter’s archives is extremely rich. The 161 
boxes include editorial correspondence from all of the magazine’s major 
editors, correspondence and memoranda between members of the staff, letters to 
the editor, as well as separate files containing material related to The Reporter’s 
founding, folding, and investigative reporting. The editorial correspondence 
between the editors and the magazine’s contributors in particular is remarkably 
complete. Almost without exception, the correspondence files contain letters 
received as well as carbon copies of letters sent. Even though The Reporter’s 
archives contain separate sections devoted to contracts, libel suits, and reprint 
permissions, most of the pertinent information about the magazine’s business 
side – financial background, readership, advertising, and promotion – is missing 
from the archives. Archival research allows a researcher to get as close to the 
actual “facts” as possible, yet it is important to note that like all other sources, 
archival material may provide an incomplete or distorted view. Letters 
especially should be examined not only for what is said, but also for what is left 
unsaid, as people are inclined to present themselves in the best possible light. In 
examining The Reporter’s archives I was alert to this subtext in the editorial 
correspondence. I have attempted, where possible, to deconstruct the myths the 
editors tried to create about the magazine and about themselves. 
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Because The Reporter’s archives are exceptionally rich as well as 
comprehensive, I have consulted only a few additional archival collections, 
primarily the personal papers of prominent staff members and contributors, 
including Marya Mannes and Isaac Deutscher.13 Where possible, the archival 
material has been supplemented with interviews or correspondence with 
prominent staff members and contributors. Such interviews, which require those 
involved to look back on events that took place forty to fifty years ago, harbor 
the risk of providing a distorted view. They have, therefore, been used with care 
and only to complement or substantiate findings from the Reporter archives. I 
have also found, however, that my interviews with staff members – including 
Donald Allan, Robert Cowley, and Harlan Cleveland – and key contributors – 
including Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., Nat Hentoff, and Denis Warner – provided me 
with invaluable insights regarding personal relationships and clashing 
personalities. Since most of The Reporter’s editors and staff members have 
passed away, the number of interviews I have been able to conduct was 
necessarily limited.14 
The network surrounding The Reporter forms a key element in 
determining the nature and the extent of its impact and influence. Who wrote for 
the magazine? Who read the magazine? How did The Reporter function as a 
platform for this network of contributors and readers? How did the magazine’s 
editors use and expand this network during the magazine’s existence? In 
examining the network from which The Reporter originated, Max Ascoli’s 
personal papers have been extremely useful. The Allen Dulles Papers, the 
Records of the Department of State, and the Truman Papers provided additional 
insights into the network that surrounded The Reporter, as well as the 
magazine’s close cooperation with government agencies and initiatives. What 
does the case of The Reporter tell us about the close interaction and cooperation 
between intellectuals and government officials during the early Cold War era 
                                                     
13 Since the Reporter archives contain the complete correspondence files of all major editors, it 
seemed their personal papers have not been consulted. Douglass Cater, The Reporter’s 
Washington editor, left the magazine in 1964 for the Johnson White House. Cater’s personal 
papers are available at the Lyndon B. Johnson Presidential Library in Austin, Texas, but had not 
yet, at the time of this research, been indexed. It is not unthinkable that future researchers will 
find the papers useful. Meg Greenfield, Cater’s successor as Washington editor, passed away in 
1999. Her personal papers will not be opened until 2009. To the best of my knowledge Philip 
Horton, who served as Max Ascoli’s second-in-command throughout The Reporter’s nineteen-
year existence, did not leave any papers. 
14 One frequent contributor to The Reporter who also exerted a great deal of editorial influence 
was Henry Kissinger. As one of Max Ascoli’s personal friends, Kissinger would no doubt have 
been able to provide some interesting insights. Unfortunately, my attempts to arrange a personal 
interview took place around the same time Christopher Hitchens’ The Trial of Henry Kissinger 
(2001) was published. The ensuing accusations and upheaval apparently made Kissinger decide to 
hold off on all interviews. Though a date and time for an interview had been set and Kissinger had 
been presented with a list of questions, the interview was not to be. In addition to declining to be 
interviewed Kissinger also refused to grant permission to quote from his correspondence in The 
Reporter’s files. As a result, the discussion of Kissinger’s involvement with The Reporter, which 
is based in large part on archival material, does not contain any direct quotes. 
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and how does this reflect on The Reporter’s journalistic independence? More 
information about this cooperation was obtained through Freedom of 
Information Act (FOIA) requests, which yielded valuable material from both 
CIA and Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) files. 
Combined with its archives, the magazine’s contents form the principal 
source for this research project. To assess the magazine’s journalistic style, 
editorial stance, the scope of its coverage, and, ultimately, its influence, I have 
examined a wide variety of articles, encompassing all nineteen years of The 
Reporter’s existence. The magazine was published from April 1949 till June 
1968, its total run comprising thirty-eight volumes, two for each calendar year. 
Throughout these years, the magazine appeared bi-weekly, except for the 
summer months of July and August, when two consecutive issues were 
dropped.15 
This study is more, however, than a mere inventory or descriptive 
analysis of The Reporter’s contents. I have selected a number of key issues 
which place the magazine in the context of the political, intellectual, and 
cultural currents of the 1950s and 1960s. In my selection I was guided, first of 
all, by the importance the editors attributed to certain topics. Each issue of The 
Reporter contained three sections: a theme section, a section titled “At Home & 
Abroad” that was devoted to other pressing issues in foreign and domestic 
affairs, and a “Views & Reviews” section devoted to book reviews and articles 
on cultural and literary trends. The theme section was the most prominent of the 
three, featuring three or four articles and an editorial on an important topic in 
domestic or foreign affairs. These theme sections formed my starting point in 
examining The Reporter’s contents. The composition of the staff and the 
international background shared by both the staff and the magazine’s key 
contributors also played an important role in shaping the contents of the 
magazine. As a result, the focus in The Reporter was more often than not on 
international affairs. 
The letters-to-the-editor files in The Reporter’s archives provide a 
glimpse of what the magazine’s actual readers considered the most significant 
topics the magazine covered. It is interesting to note that whereas the 
magazine’s editors considered the articles dealing with international affairs 
most important, the readers often responded much more vehemently to articles 
dealing with domestic affairs. Readers’ responses also indicated that they did 
not view the magazine as an indivisible whole. During the magazine’s final 
years in particular, many readers indicated that they consistently disregarded 
Max Ascoli’s editorials. Such comments formed an important factor in my 
decision to include a diverse array of articles in my analysis of The Reporter’s 
contents. 
Another important factor in the selection of the topics covered in this 
study was the fact that certain topics played a crucial role in the magazine’s 
                                                     
15 A complete index of The Reporter’s contents was published for each volume. These indices are 
included with the microfilm edition of the magazine which can be found at the Radboud 
University Nijmegen library. 
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development and in its competition with other magazines. Topics such as 
McCarthyism, civil rights, and the Vietnam War were selected because of their 
prominence in the intellectual debates of the 1950s and 1960s. Others were 
selected because they reflect The Reporter’s position within the intellectual 
community and the intellectual and government networks surrounding the 
magazine. As such, all of the case studies covered in this dissertation mark The 
Reporter’s impact and influence. 
Additional considerations that played a role in the selection of articles 
covered in this study included the following: the author was a prominent 
intellectual who played an important role in the debate on the issue at hand; the 
article generated a vociferous response from The Reporter’s readers, as 
indicated by the letters-to-the-editor section in the magazine or letters to the 
editor found in the magazine’s archives; the article was referred to on the Senate 
floor, was mentioned in the New York Times, or the Washington Post16; the 
article made an important contribution to the coverage of a certain situation or 
development by presenting new information, or offering new insights; the 
article openly challenged The Reporter’s editorial stance. It should be noted in 
this respect, that most articles published in The Reporter underscored the 
magazine’s editorial stance, as expressed explicitly in Max Ascoli’s editorials. 
Both editors and contributors were selected specifically for their adherence to 
certain fundamental convictions, primarily regarding international Communism 
and the United States’ role in international affairs. This is what I mean to 
convey when I use such qualifications as “The Reporter felt, believed, or 
argued.” This is meant to underscore the general consensus that underlay all 
articles published in The Reporter. Although this study does not explicitly 
approach The Reporter from a cultural studies perspective, it does acknowledge 
the ideological subtext underlying the magazine’s coverage and the active role 
The Reporter played in preserving the ideological status quo of the early Cold 
War era. 
To answer the central research question, it is essential to assess The 
Reporter’s position within the field of political and opinion magazines of the 
1950s and 1960s. How did The Reporter differentiate itself from other 
magazines? How can we characterize the magazine’s journalistic style and what 
role did The Reporter play in the transition from the journalistic practices of the 
World War II era and the early years of the Cold War to the more critical 
attitude of the 1960s and 1970s? Wherever possible, this dissertation draws on 
background literature – including memoirs, biographies and published 
correspondence of key contributors, as well as articles and monographs dealing 
with the magazines to which The Reporter was most closely related, to chart the 
magazine’s external history and place the magazine in its proper context. It was 
not possible, however, within the context of this research project to 
                                                     
16 To assess the reception and impact of specific Reporter articles, I have systematically scanned 
the indices of the Congressional Record, the New York Times, and the Washington Post. When I 
came across references in other media I included these as well, but I did not search regional 
newspapers and radio and television listings systematically. 
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comprehensively contrast and compare the editorial line, journalistic practices, 
and internal dynamic of all magazines that were in competition with The 
Reporter. Such an extensive comparison would require additional content 
analysis and archival research. Due to the extreme richness of the newly 
available archival material, the primary focus of this study is on The Reporter 
itself. 
Scholarly Context 
Studying a magazine that addressed a diverse array of topics ranging from 
McCarthyism and civil rights to the rise of international Communism and the 
United States’ role in international affairs requires an interdisciplinary 
approach. In order to do justice to The Reporter’s role in shaping the cultural, 
political, and journalistic climate of the Cold War era, I have studied the 
magazine from a number of different perspectives including cultural history, 
journalism history, diplomatic history, Cold War studies, magazine studies, and 
intellectual history. In my methodological and theoretical approach to the 
magazine I have drawn primarily on magazine studies, journalism history, and 
Cold War studies. 
Magazine Studies 
Magazine studies is a particularly interdisciplinary field which unites scholars 
studying magazines from a historical, literary, sociological, cultural studies, and 
mass communications perspective. It is a field that has long been characterized 
by a lack of coherence in theory and methodology. In his introduction to The 
American Magazine: Research Perspectives and Prospects (1995) David 
Abrahamson observed: “In the absence of any overarching intellectual structure 
many researchers have often pursued their studies in relative isolation. As a 
result, they have often produced what might be characterized as ‘brilliant 
fragments’ – worthy research of clear merit, but, it might be argued, 
occasionally unconnected to any larger framework.”17 In recent years, scholars 
working in the field of magazine studies in both the United States and Europe 
have been searching for an overarching methodology.18 
                                                     
17 David Abrahamson, ed., The American Magazine: Research Perspectives and Prospects (Ames, 
IA: Iowa State University Press, 1995), xviii. Although the contributors to this volume identified 
a number of important theoretical and methodological issues, their background in mass 
communications prevented them from approaching magazine studies from a truly 
interdisciplinary perspective. They focused on magazine typology, quantitative research, 
magazine editors and editing practices, and magazine journalism education, overlooking certain 
issues that are particularly relevant to scholars who approach magazines from a historical, literary, 
sociological, or cultural studies perspective. 
18 This ongoing debate about theory and methodology has manifested itself in such publications 
as American Periodicals in the United States and Ts. Tijdschrift voor Tijdschriftstudies in the 
Netherlands. Lively discussions about different approaches to studying magazines have also taken 
place at a number of scholarly gatherings and international conferences, including “Modeling 
American Culture: American Magazines in the Twentieth Century” (Middelburg, the Netherlands, 
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As a result of the great diversity in scholarly backgrounds, there are a 
number of different approaches to studying magazines. Firstly, there are critical 
monographs, which focus on a single magazine. In recent years, this type of 
research has moved beyond simply chronicling the contents and history of a 
single magazine. Instead of treating magazines as isolated journalistic artifacts, 
recent studies of this type have placed their subjects within a larger historical or 
socio-cultural context, exploring the role these magazines played in effecting 
social, cultural, and political change.19 Secondly, there are studies that use 
magazines to chart the cultural infrastructure of a certain time-period or a 
particular society. The two most prominent American examples of this genre are 
Frank Luther Mott’s Pulitzer Prize-winning five-volume work A History of 
American Magazines (1938-1968), which examines the history of the American 
magazine from 1741 till 1905, and John Tebbel and Mary Ellen Zuckerman’s 
The Magazine in America 1741-1990 (1991), which extended Mott’s work 
further into the twentieth century. While Mott’s study provided an essential 
bibliographic overview, Tebbel and Zuckerman not only explored important 
changes in the magazine industry, but also interpreted and contextualized 
them.20 Thirdly, there is research that explores the role magazines have played 
in shaping socio-cultural trends. Such studies are often written from a cultural 
studies perspective and focus primarily on such ideological aspects as race, 
class, and gender, analyzing the magazine’s role as community-builder and 
identity-shaper. The role of women’s magazines in the shaping of gender roles 
has long formed a productive area of interest.21 In recent years, the creation of 
                                                                                                                                  
2002) and “Mapping the Magazine: A Cross-Disciplinary Symposium on Magazine Studies” 
(Cardiff, UK, 2003). For a detailed account of the insights generated by the first conference see: 
Elke van Cassel, Tom Kuipers and Usha Wilbers, “Machtige manipulators, gatekeepers en 
agenda setters,” Conferentieverslag – Modeling American Culture: American Magazines in the 
Twentieth Century, Ts. Tijdschrift voor Tijdschriftstudies 11 (Najaar 2002), 45-56. 
19 Recent examples of such studies include: Usha Wilbers, Enterprise in the Service of Art: A 
Critical History of The Paris Review 1953-1973 (Ph.D. dissertation, Radboud University 
Nijmegen, 2006); (Marian Janssen, The Kenyon Review, 1939-1970: A Critical History (Baton 
Rouge, LA: Louisiana State University Press, 1990); Carol Polsgrove, It Wasn’t Pretty, Folks, But 
Didn’t We Have Fun? Esquire in the Sixties (New York: W.W. Norton & Co., 1995); Mary F. 
Corey, The World Through a Monocle: The New Yorker at Midcentury (Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard University Press, 1999); Michael Augspurger, An Economy of Abundant Beauty: Fortune 
Magazine and Depression America (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2004). Such studies 
also often take the form of a biography of the magazine’s founder or one of its prominent editors. 
Recent examples include: Diederik Oostdijk, Karl Shapiro and Poetry: A Magazine of Verse 
(1950-1955) (Ph.D. dissertation, University of Nijmegen, 2000); Thomas Kunkel, Genius in 
Disguise: Harold Ross of The New Yorker (New York: Random House, 1995); J.L. Krabbendam, 
The Model Man: A Life of Edward Bok, 1863-1930 (Amsterdam: Rodopi, 2001); Robert C. 
Cottrell, Izzy: A Biography of I.F. Stone (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 1992). 
20 Frank Luther Mott, A History of American Magazines (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 
Press, 1930-1968) and Tebbel and Zuckerman, The Magazine in America, 1741-1990. Another 
important book that provides an overview of the history of American magazines is Theodore 
Peterson’s Magazines in the Twentieth Century (Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press, 1964). 
21 This introduction does not lend itself to a complete overview of recent publications in this 
particular research area. For a useful and thorough bibliographical overview see 
www.vrouwentijdschriften.nl, a website initiated by the Dutch press museum. 
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American consumer culture has also become an area of particular interest, 
generating such innovative studies as Richard Ohmann’s Selling Culture: 
Magazines, Markets, and Class at the Turn of the Century (1996) and Ellen 
Gruber Garvey’s The Adman in the Parlor: Magazines and the Gendering of 
Consumer Culture, 1880s to 1910s (1996).22 
This study falls into the first category. The extremely rich material in 
The Reporter’s archives has impelled me to focus specifically on this one 
magazine. While the magazine itself forms the primary focus of my research, 
this dissertation is more than an inventory of its contents and internal history. 
After all, the unpublished material from the magazine’s archives derives its 
meaning and significance from the context of the time. Although this study does 
not aim to give a complete overview of the role magazines played in shaping 
American Cold War culture and mentality, it hopes to provide a solid basis for 
such a future project. 
Magazine Influence 
This dissertation aims to contribute new insights to two important debates in the 
field of current magazine studies; about the workings of a magazine’s influence 
and about the interaction between magazines and the networks that surround 
them. 
In the past magazine scholars have often referred to magazines as 
mirrors, windows, or barometers. In recent years, however, they have begun to 
use different metaphors, arguing that magazines not only reflect the political, 
cultural, and social reality of their time, but also play an active role in shaping 
it.23 Magazines function as platforms, breeding grounds, and distributors of 
ideas, instruments in the construction of identity and the creation of culture, and 
catalysts for social change. They are much more than mirrors or “neutral” 
sources reflecting the cultural reality of their time; they actively shape that 
reality. The notion of magazine influence plays a central role in all magazine 
research. Despite the fact that magazine researchers are in general agreement 
that magazines help shape the political, cultural, and social reality they inhabit, 
the extent of this influence and the form it takes remains difficult to quantify. 
To trace The Reporter’s influence this dissertation examines whether 
the magazine’s editors fulfilled their goal of influencing both public opinion and 
political decision making. It outlines The Reporter’s role as an agenda-setter 
and examines its close cooperation with the US government, placing the 
magazine in the context of the ongoing debate among journalism historians 
                                                     
22 Abrahamson’s, Magazine-Made America, which focuses on the role the new special-interest 
magazines played in the individualization of American society during the 1960s, 1970s, and 
1980s, forms another example. 
23 See, for instance: “Een paar woorden ter introductie van Tijdschrift voor tijdschriftstudies,” Ts. 
Tijdschrift voor Tijdschriftstudies, 1, no.1 (June 1997), 2; Remieg Aerts, “Het tijdschrift als 
culturele factor en als historische bron,” Groniek, 30, no.135 (December 1996), 171-82; and 
Remieg Aerts, De letterheren: liberale cultuur in de negentiende eeuw: het tijdschrift De Gids 
(Amsterdam: Meulenhoff, 1997), 13-14. 
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about the press as the fourth branch of government.24 In addition to exploring 
the impact of specific articles on political decision making, this study also 
examines The Reporter’s influence on public opinion. It outlines the magazine’s 
contribution to intellectual debate on such issues as McCarthyism, civil rights, 
and US foreign policy and highlights its role in shaping the American 
perception of international Communism. 
In outlining The Reporter’s influence, a thorough reconstruction of the 
network surrounding the magazine formed a key component. To explore how a 
magazine achieves its influence and how this influence works, it is essential to 
determine its status among key opinion makers. The Reporter counted opinion 
makers in academia, the press, and government among its readers and the 
magazine had a powerful trickle-down effect, influencing public opinion well 
beyond the scope of its circulation. 
The Reporter’s actual impact on individual readers is more difficult to 
trace. In recent years, magazine studies scholars have shifted their focus from 
the intentions of publishers and editors to the way magazines are used and 
received by their readers. The notion that a magazine has a fixed meaning is 
waning and questions such as “How do readers use a magazine?” and “What are 
their reading habits and how do they create meaning through their interaction 
with the magazine’s contents?” play an increasingly important role in magazine 
studies.25 Without the aid of surveys or interviews it is difficult to trace how its 
readers used The Reporter, but by devoting special attention to the letters to the 
editor found in the magazine’s archives this study does highlight their responses 
to the magazine’s coverage and editorial line. These responses indicate, for 
example, that, from the early 1960s on, The Reporter’s role as a community 
builder was waning. Many of its readers who once viewed The Reporter as the 
embodiment of American liberalism no longer recognized themselves in the 
magazine’s editorial line, in particular its portrayal of the struggle with 
international Communism. Although The Reporter apparently found new 
readers, it was no longer the center of a clearly defined liberal community. 
The networks surrounding a magazine and their dynamics form an 
essential part of the magazine form, setting it apart form other media such as 
books, newspapers, and television. A magazine is a public medium, a platform 
for debate and discussion which derives its meaning from the interaction 
                                                     
24 Recent contributions to this ongoing debate include: Roger Streitmatter, Mightier Than the 
Sword: How the News Media Have Shaped American History (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 
1997); Michael Schudson, The Power of News (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 
1995); Thomas C. Leonard, The Power of the Press: The Birth of American Political Reporting 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1986). 
25 Ellen Garvey’s study The Adman in the Parlor (1996) is a recent example of this approach. 
Garvey used a diverse array of texts and artifacts – including readers’ letters and diaries, letters to 
the editor, and scrapbooks of cut-out advertisements – to explore readers’ interactions with 
magazine advertising. In the United States the Society for the History of Authorship, Reading & 
Publishing (SHARP) plays a prominent role in discussions about readership. For an overview of 
Dutch readership studies see: B. de Vries, “Rondom de lezer. Het onderzoek naar de leescultuur 
in Nederland,” Jaarboek voor Nederlandse Boekgeschiedenis, 3 (1996), 211-20. 
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between editors, contributors, and readers. A magazine serves as a platform for 
discussion, shapes and directs that discussion through careful editing, and also 
engages – explicitly or implicitly – in discussion with other periodicals. 
Because it is a periodical and appears at recurrent intervals, the discussions a 
magazine features are less ephemeral than those in newspapers or in discussion 
programs on television. Debates published in a magazine can continue over long 
periods of time. Through their function as platforms for debate, magazines also 
serve as community and identity builders. The magazine reflects the values and 
ideas of its readers and contributors, but those readers and contributors also, in 
large part, derive their identity from the magazines with which they associate. 
This interaction between magazines and the networks that surround them plays 
an important role in magazine studies, especially among scholars studying 
magazines from a literary, cultural, or intellectual history perspective.26 
In their introduction to Periodieken en hun kringen: een verkenning van 
tijdschriften en netwerken in de laatste drie eeuwen (Periodicals and their 
circles: an exploration of magazines and their networks in the past three 
centuries, 2006), Hans Bots and Sophie Levie characterized the networks 
surrounding a magazine as a set of concentric circles, including all those who, 
to some extent, exert their influence on the contents of the magazine. They 
distinguished three groups that make up a magazine’s network: the key editors, 
who determine the definitive contents of the magazine; the advisers, 
correspondents, and contributors that surround them; and the readers.27 
In addition to its readers – prominent and less prominent, vocal and less 
vocal – The Reporter’s network also included a diverse array of advisers, useful 
contacts, correspondents, and contributors. Unlike the other journals of opinion 
of its time, The Reporter did not depend primarily on a network of intellectuals. 
Although the magazine counted numerous intellectuals among its contacts, 
advisers, and contributors, its focus was always on shaping public opinion and 
government policy, not on the more abstract discussion of ideas and values. As 
a result, The Reporter played a less prominent role as a platform for the 
                                                     
26 The theories of network analysis originated in the social sciences. They are now often used by 
scholars studying the history of authorship, reading, and publishing, including book historians and 
magazine researchers. Examples of such studies include: Hans Bots and Sophie Levie, eds., 
Periodieken en hun kringen: een verkenning van tijdschriften en netwerken in de laatste drie 
eeuwen (Nijmegen: Vantilt, 2006); Jason Harding, The Criterion: Cultural Politics and Periodical 
Networks in Inter-War Britain (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002); Christiane Berkvens-
Stevelinck, Hans Bots and Jens Häseler, eds., Les grands intermédiaires culturels de la 
République des Lettres. Etudes de réseaux de correspondences du XVIe au XVIIIe siècles (Paris: 
Honoré Champion, 2005); Edwin van Meerkerk, “Dyades, lijnendragers en netwerken: een model 
voor bestudering van de productie, distributie en consumptie van het gedrukte woord in de 
achttiende eeuw,” De Achttiende Eeuw, 35 (2003), 160-75; Charles Kadushin, “Networks and 
Circles in the Production of Culture,” American Behavioral Scientist, 19, no.6 (July/August 
1976), 769-84. Another recent example is Lotte Jensen’s dissertation ‘Bij uitsluiting voor de 
vrouwelijke sekse geschikt’. Vrouwentijdschriften en journalistes in Nederland in de achttiende en 
negentiende eeuw (Hilversum: Verloren, 2001), which charts the national and international 
networks surrounding eighteenth and nineteenth century Dutch women’s magazines. 
27 Bots and Levie, eds., Periodieken en hun kringen, 10-11. 
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American intellectual elite than such journals of opinion as The Nation, The 
New Republic, and Commentary.28 Active propagation of liberal 
internationalism formed the defining characteristic of The Reporter’s network. 
The magazine emerged from a network of liberal internationalists that 
originated during World War II and was consolidated during the immediate 
postwar years. The Reporter served as a platform for the members of this 
network, many of whom worked – directly or indirectly – for the US 
government, either in Washington, DC, or in Europe. Clearly, the goals of the 
magazine and this particular network overlapped and their interaction was based 
on reciprocity. The Reporter could not have existed without this network and an 
examination of the interaction between the magazine and this network lies at the 
heart of this dissertation. 
The Cold War State-Private Network 
Network research also plays a prominent role in current debates in the field of 
Cold War studies. The fields of magazine studies and Cold War studies which 
this dissertation unites thus have an important theoretical common ground. The 
current debate about the state-private network of the Cold War era was sparked 
by the publication of Frances Stonor Saunders’ Who Paid the Piper? The CIA 
and the Cultural Cold War (1999), which moved beyond the Cold War conflict 
as shaped by government officials and agencies, focusing instead on the role 
played by private citizens and placing the state-private network at the center of 
the ideological campaign of the early Cold War.29 
Who Paid the Piper? formed an exponent of a shift in focus among 
Cold War scholars, from Cold War policy and the geopolitical and military 
aspects of the Cold War to the cultural and ideological aspects of the Cold War 
struggle.30 As Cold War studies became increasingly interdisciplinary, 
sociologists and proponents of media and cultural studies broadened the 
perspective of Cold War scholarship beyond that of diplomatic studies. 
Although the full dimensions of the ideological struggle have not been 
disregarded, the focus is no longer solely on the actual confrontation with the 
Soviet Union. Recent studies have explored the development of American 
                                                     
28 For a detailed discussion of the American intellectual elite and the periodicals that united them 
during the 1960s and early 1970s see the work of Charles Kadushin: Charles Kadushin, The 
American Intellectual Elite (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1974); Charles Kadushin, Julie 
Hover, Monique Tichy, “How and Where to Find the Intellectual Elite in the United States,” 
Public Opinion Quarterly, 35, no.1 (Spring 1971), 1-18; and Charles Kadushin and Julie Hover, 
“Influential Intellectual Journals: A Very Private Club,” Change Magazine, 4, no.2 (March 1972), 
38-47. 
29 Frances Stonor Saunders, The Cultural Cold War: The CIA and the World of Arts and Letters 
(New York: The New Press, 2000). Originally published as Who Paid the Piper? The CIA and the 
Cultural Cold War (London: Granta Books, 1999). 
30 For an overview of Cold War historiography, see Giles Scott-Smith and Hans Krabbendam, 
“Introduction: Boundaries to Freedom” in Giles Scott-Smith and Hans Krabbendam, eds., The 
Cultural Cold War in Western Europe, 1945-1960, Studies in Intelligence Series (London: Frank 
Cass, 2003), 2-3. 
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ideology, regarding it not as a fixed entity, but rather as the product of 
continuous cooperation, negotiation, and discussion. These studies – which 
complement the research on overt American diplomacy by exploring the 
missing dimension of covert operations – have focused primarily on the way 
cultural initiatives have been shaped by political agendas. Recent studies 
exploring the interaction between culture, ideology, and propaganda in the Cold 
War era have focused in particular on the extensive state-private network that 
constructed the American ideology of freedom and democracy.31 
Although not the first to explore the network that shaped the cultural 
Cold War, Stonor Saunders’ book sparked a great deal of controversy, both in 
the press and among Cold War scholars. This controversy was inspired 
primarily by Stonor Saunders’ denunciation of the CIA’s tactics and her critique 
of the intellectuals who cooperated with the Agency. Critics argued that this 
indictment was misplaced, since these operations had been relatively harmless – 
at least compared to the CIA’s covert operations in such countries as Iran, 
Guatemala, Cuba, and the Dominican Republic – and since they had been 
directed at fighting a worthy moral and ideological cause. Stonor Saunders’ 
assumption – reflected in the title of the British edition of her book, Who Paid 
the Piper? – that the Congress for Cultural Freedom and the intellectuals 
associated with it were controlled entirely by the CIA has also been 
questioned.32 In recent years, issues of autonomy and control have taken a 
central place in the debate on the workings of the Cold War state-private 
network and a great many scholars have explored the intricacies and tensions of 
                                                     
31 This shift in focus has manifested itself in such publications as Journal of Cold War Studies, 
Intelligence and National Security, and Diplomatic History. See in particular Intelligence and 
National Security 18, no. 2 (Summer 2003), a special theme issue devoted to the cultural Cold 
War in Europe, and Diplomatic History 23, no. 2 (Spring 1999) and no. 3 (Summer 1999), two 
consecutive issues devoted to a roundtable on “The American Century.” Lively discussions have 
also taken place at a number of scholarly gatherings and conferences, most notably “Boundaries 
to Freedom: the Cultural Cold War in Europe, 1945-1960” (Middelburg, the Netherlands, 2001) 
and “The American State-Private Network in the Cold War” (Birmingham, UK, 2003). Both these 
conferences have generated conference volumes: Scott-Smith and Krabbendam, The Cultural 
Cold War in Western Europe, 1945-1960, which also includes an interview with Frances Stonor 
Saunders, and Helen Laville en Hugh Wilford, eds., The US Government, Citizen Groups and the 
Cold War. The State-Private Network, Studies in Intelligence Series (London and New York: 
Routledge, 2006). Another recent volume that forms an important contribution to this shift in 
focus is: Jessica C.E. Gienow-Hecht and Frank Schumacher, eds., Culture and International 
History (New York: Berghahn Books, 2003). 
32 See, for instance, Hugh Wilford “Calling the Tune? The CIA, The British Left and the Cold 
War, 1945-1960” in Scott-Smith and Krabbendam, The Cultural Cold War in Western Europe, 
1945-1960, 49; Hugh Wilford, The British Left, the CIA and the Cold War: Calling the Tune? 
(London: Frank Cass, 2003); Hugh Wilford, “Playing the CIA’s Tune? The New Leader and the 
Cultural Cold War,” Diplomatic History, 27, no. 1 (January 2003), 15-34; and Giles Scott-Smith, 
The Politics of Apolitical Culture: The Congress for Cultural Freedom, the CIA and post-war 
American hegemony (London: Routledge, 2002). For an in-depth discussion of the reception of 
Stonor Saunders’ book – both in Europe and the United States – see Scott Lucas, “Beyond 
Freedom, Beyond Control: Approaches to Culture and the State-Private Network in the Cold 
War” in Scott-Smith and Krabbendam, The Cultural Cold War in Western Europe, 1945-1960, 
53-72. 
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the relationship between the state and such private actors as religious 
organizations, youth groups, women’s groups, artists and intellectuals, and trade 
unions.33 
This study places The Reporter firmly in the context of this research on 
state-private networks. The period of The Reporter’s inception and prime – 
from the end of World War II to the early 1960s – coincided with “the phase 
during which the infrastructure of the Cold War was created: the organizations, 
the policy directives, the mobilization of groups in civil society.”34 The Reporter 
forms an important illustration of the intermingling of government and private 
initiative during this crucial period. Examining the network that surrounded this 
particular magazine thus provides important new insights into the workings of 
the Cold War state-private network and the shaping of Cold War ideology. The 
question of control versus autonomy takes a prominent place in Chapter 9 of 
this dissertation (Propaganda, Policy, and Covert Operations), which examines 
the possibility of a formal covert connection between the magazine and the 
CIA. The in-depth examination of the interaction between state and private 
actors leads to the observation that such a formal connection may not have been 
necessary. This study thus critiques the presumption of CIA control. The 
cultural Cold War has thus far been perceived primarily as a battle for the hearts 
and minds of Europe. Most studies dealing with the Cold War state-private 
network have focused on the cooperation between the US government and 
intellectuals and organizations in Western Europe. This study of The Reporter 
focuses attention on the domestic dimension of this ideological endeavor, 
demonstrating that American propaganda was aimed not only at Western 
Europe and the satellite states, but also at the American public. The fact that The 
Reporter was an overtly political magazine, aimed at exerting influence in 
Washington, DC, further sets it apart from the initiatives of the cultural Cold 
War and sheds new light on the close cooperation between the CIA and the US 
press. 
Organization of the Dissertation 
This study of The Reporter is divided into three parts and a total of eleven 
chapters which reflect the magazine’s rise and fall and highlight the main 
themes that exemplify its coverage. While the first and final chapters of this 
dissertation cover a specific time-period in The Reporter’s history – the 
magazine’s origins and founding and its final years respectively – all other 
chapters are organized thematically rather than chronologically. Parts II (The 
Reporter – A Magazine of Causes) and III (The Reporter – A Cold War 
                                                     
33 Scott Lucas, who coined and developed the concept of the state-private network, has 
emphasized the complexity of the cooperation between private individuals and organizations and 
the state. See Scott Lucas, “Beyond Freedom, Beyond Control,” 60 and Scott Lucas, “Negotiating 
Freedom,” in Laville and Wilford, The US Government, Citizen Groups and the Cold War. 
34 Scott-Smith and Krabbendam, “Introduction: Boundaries to Freedom” in The Cultural Cold 
War in Western Europe, 1945-1960, 1. 
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Magazine) address a number of key themes which played a central role in The 
Reporter coverage throughout its existence. Each of these themes illustrates The 
Reporter’s impact and influence on the political, cultural, social, and 
journalistic reality of its time. As such, these themes also characterize the 
magazine’s journalistic style and its identity. These sections highlight The 
Reporter’s contents and editorial line, as well as the internal dynamic among the 
staff, the interaction with the magazine’s readership and the reception of certain 
specific articles. The internal and external history of The Reporter thus forms an 
intricate whole throughout the dissertation. Although Parts II and III may seem 
to reflect a strict division between domestic and international affairs, this is not, 
in actuality, the case. One of The Reporter’s fundamental characteristics was its 
overarching conviction that domestic and international affairs were intricately 
connected. There is, therefore, a clear coherence between the chapters focusing 
on domestic and those focusing on international affairs. Ultimately, they are 
inseparable. 
Part I (The Reporter – A Journalistic Enterprise) depicts The Reporter 
as a journalistic enterprise and deals primarily with the organizational aspects of 
the magazine. Chapter 1 (Origins & Founding) serves as an introduction to the 
historical context of The Reporter’s inception. It traces the magazine’s 
development from an idea to an actual journalistic entity. This chapter analyzes 
The Reporter’s objectives and journalistic approach and places the magazine in 
the context of the post-war magazine field. In addition, it traces Max Ascoli’s 
personal background as well as the network from which The Reporter emerged. 
Chapter 2 (Format & Editorial Staff) describes the search for a definitive format 
and the introduction of the “Views and Reviews” section. Against the backdrop 
of the Cold War the articles in the “Views & Reviews” section often served as 
auxiliaries to the more overtly political sections of the magazine. In true cultural 
Cold War fashion, culture was politics to the editors of The Reporter. Therefore, 
the “Views & Reviews” section will be discussed only briefly as a separate 
entity. Material from this section will be interjected in other chapters where 
relevant. In addition to highlighting some of the main themes of and prominent 
contributors to this cultural section, Chapter 2 also explores the division of tasks 
among the editorial staff. This chapter also includes a separate section on the 
magazine’s female staff members, who featured prominently on both the 
editorial and supporting staff. Chapter 3 (Financial Background & Readership) 
examines The Reporter’s business side; the magazine’s financial background, 
advertising policy, and its circulation and the composition of its readership. 
Part II deals specifically with The Reporter’s coverage of domestic 
affairs, examining how the magazine’s philosophy was put into practice and 
how The Reporter differentiated itself from other magazines. Chapter 4 (The 
Power and Responsibility of the Press) places The Reporter in the journalistic 
context of its time, exploring the merits and limitations of its journalistic 
approach, its ideas about the interaction between the press and government in 
particular. Chapter 5 (The Reporter’s Investigative Journalism) is devoted to 
The Reporter’s investigative journalism and focuses on those articles with 
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which the magazine made a name for itself. These are also the articles which 
generated the most tangible influence in Washington, DC. Chapter 6 (The 
Reporter’s Opposition to McCarthy) is devoted to the topic that put The 
Reporter on the map in the early 1950s: McCarthyism. Chapter 7 (The 
Reporter’s Gradualist Approach to Civil Rights) focuses on a domestic issue 
that would feature prominently in The Reporter’s pages throughout the 
magazine’s existence: the fight for racial equality. These two case-studies – 
McCarthyism and civil rights – illustrate both the similarities and divergences 
between The Reporter and American liberalism. 
The Reporter was first and foremost a Cold War magazine. It can be 
argued, therefore, that Part III, which places The Reporter in the context of the 
Cold War, outlining its fiercely anti-Communist editorial stance and its role in 
shaping Cold War mentality as well as policy, forms the focal point of this 
study. Chapter 8 (Shaping Cold War Mentality) reconstructs The Reporter’s 
Cold War coverage. This chapter pays special attention to the magazine’s Cold 
War rhetoric and its portrayal of the Soviet Union which helped shape the 
perception of international Communism as a monolithic threat. Chapter 9 
(Propaganda, Policy, and Covert Operations) places The Reporter in the context 
of recent research on Cold War state-private networks. This chapter reconstructs 
The Reporter’s extensive Cold War network, which included many government 
contacts. It explores the magazine’s close affiliation with the American 
government, including the CIA, and the role the magazine played in Cold War 
propaganda, both at home and abroad. Chapter 9 also explores the possibility 
that The Reporter was funded by the CIA and poses the question whether, if this 
was the case, The Reporter can truly be called an independent journalistic 
enterprise. Chapter 10 (Turn to the Right?) places The Reporter in the context of 
post-war American liberalism, shedding new light on the divergence between 
the magazine and the liberal community by exploring both the inherent 
divisions and subtle shifts in emphasis and editorial stance that would ultimately 
lead to a definitive break over Vietnam. With its in-depth exploration of the 
divergences between The Reporter and the liberal community, this chapter 
underscores the complexity of the liberal consensus. Chapter 11 (Demise & 
Folding) outlines the internal and external factors that played a role in the 
magazine’s downfall and presents the argument that although Max Ascoli made 
his decision to fold The Reporter in 1967, the magazine’s demise can actually 
be traced to the early 1960s. This chapter also asks the question whether The 
Reporter could have survived, had Max Ascoli been able to find a suitable 
successor. As is the case with the first chapter, this final chapter draws primarily 
on archival material. 
 
 
 
 
 
Part I 
 
The Reporter 
A Journalistic Enterprise 
 
 Chapter 1 – Origins & Founding – 1945-1949 
The period between the end of World War II – symbolized by Victory in Europe 
Day on May 8 and Victory in Japan Day on August 15, 1945 – and the 
consolidation of the Cold War – marked by the successful explosion of an 
atomic bomb by the Soviet Union and the founding of the People’s Republic of 
China in 1949 – was characterized by hope as well as fear. For Americans, the 
end of the war brought the thrill of victory and the hope that the United States 
would benevolently rule the world at the peak of what Henry Luce, publisher of 
Time and Life, had envisioned as the American Century.1 At the same time, 
however, a new threat to freedom and democracy was emerging. Although 
totalitarianism had been successfully defeated in the Axis countries, it had not 
been eradicated completely. As the Iron Curtain descended over Europe, it 
became clear that the Soviet Union posed a direct threat to the promise of 
freedom, democracy, and world federalism. For the United States, power came 
with massive responsibilities for which its long history of isolationism had not 
prepared it.2 
No politically oriented magazine founded in the years directly following 
World War II could escape being thoroughly aware of the new era which the 
United States, and the world, were about to enter. The Reporter took this 
development as both its point of departure and its reason for being. It would be 
a magazine for a new era – the Marshall Plan era – characterized by 
international cooperation under American leadership. Not only would the 
United States have to formulate a coherent and effective foreign policy, it would 
also have to find a convincing answer to the question which was on the lips of 
many Europeans: “What does America stand for?” The Cold War forced 
Americans to re-evaluate and breathe new life into the values underlying the 
Declaration of Independence and the Bill of Rights. From its very first issue, the 
new international responsibility of the United States would be The Reporter’s 
main theme.3 
Evidently, the timing of The Reporter’s inception was not a 
coincidence. For Max Ascoli, personal experience with totalitarianism formed 
the driving force behind his desire not only to make his ideas heard, but to 
influence US policy, and thus to assist the nation in its conversion to a new 
international role. For a proper understanding of the origins of The Reporter, 
                                                     
1 Henry Luce’s editorial “The American Century” appeared in the February 17, 1941, issue of 
Life, on the eve of the United States’ entry into World War II. For a detailed discussion of Luce’s 
editorial and the notion of “the American century” see “The American Century: A Roundtable 
(Part I),” Diplomatic History 23, no. 2 (Spring 1999), which also includes a reprint of Luce’s 
editorial, and “The American Century: A Roundtable (Part II),” Diplomatic History 23, no. 3 
(Summer 1999). 
2 James T. Patterson, Grand Expectations. The United States, 1945-1974 (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 1996), 3-9. 
3 “The Reporter,” memorandum, 1 December 1948, box 1, folder 5, MAC. 
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then, we must first turn to Ascoli’s experiences with Italian Fascism and his 
decision to become an American citizen. 
Max Ascoli’s Anti-Fascism 
Ascoli, born in Ferrara, Italy, in 1898 was the only child of a wealthy Jewish 
coal and lumber dealer, Enrico Ascoli, and his wife Adriana.4 Ascoli, who was 
in his early twenties when Fascism came to power in Italy, was an early and 
vocal opponent of the regime. He later described this period of his life as 
follows: 
Ferrara was the cradle of Fascism – the first city to be conquered 
by the Fascist squandristi. I knew the leaders of the Fascist 
organization of Ferrara, and never had any doubt as to what kind 
of men they were. I am of that generation of Italian intellectuals 
who came of age at the end of the war and at the beginning of 
Fascism. I was against Fascism from its very beginning in 1919, so 
much so in fact that in 1920 when I moved to Rome I was given to 
understand that my presence in Ferrara even on a short vacation to 
see my family was somewhat inadvisable. So I started by being an 
exile from Ferrara before being an exile from Italy.5 
At twenty-one, after receiving his Law degree from the University of Ferrara, 
Ascoli moved to Rome, where he began working toward a doctorate in 
philosophy.6 
In Rome, Ascoli would soon become one of the few anti-Fascists who 
openly opposed the regime. In 1923 – a year after Mussolini’s march on Rome 
– Ascoli published his first political statement in the anti-Fascist periodical 
Rivoluzione Liberale. “It was my prise de position in the face of the Fascist 
regime,” Ascoli later recalled. In this article – entitled “Il Gigante Cieco” (“The 
Blind Giant”) – he argued that Fascism was the result of the disregard of Italy’s 
national leaders – academics, businessmen, politicians – for the troubles and 
aspirations of the soldiers returning from the First World War. “The young men 
who threw themselves blindly into the struggle to create Fascism,” Ascoli 
wrote, “had knocked on many doors in vain, and we must all of us share the 
blame for not having answered or understood them.”7 What made Fascism 
especially dangerous, Ascoli argued, was the fact that it arose from democracy. 
                                                     
4 Ascoli was never persecuted for his Jewish descent. Anti-Semitism did not become an official 
element of Italian Fascism until 1938, seven years after Ascoli had left the country. Ascoli 
belonged to the earliest group of exiles who fled Italy for purely political reasons. Laura Fermi, 
Illustrious Immigrants: The Intellectual Migration from Europe, 1930-1941 (Chicago, IL: 
University of Chicago Press, 1968), 48-51. 
5 MA, biographical article, 20 September 1942, box 196, folder 6, MAC. For a discussion of the 
crucial role the province of Ferrara played in the rise of Italian Fascism see Paul Corner, Fascism 
in Ferrara, 1915-1925 (London: Oxford University Press, 1975). 
6 Ascoli received his doctorate in 1928. 
7 MA, translation of “Il Gigante Cieco,” box 163, folder 6, MAC. 
Chapter 1 – Origins & Founding – 1945-1949 
 
25 
Unlike Russia, Italy had changed political systems without a revolution. In 
Ascoli’s perception, Fascism was democracy without the brakes of criticism. In 
his essay he used the image of a giant who destroys his own sight.8 Ascoli 
argued that those who opposed Fascism needed to make themselves heard: 
“Free men have a magnificent task to perform in preparation for a better 
tomorrow. They must refuse to be silent when there is something that cries out 
to be said.”9 This first article was followed by many others, and soon Ascoli’s 
academic writing was overshadowed by his political writing.10 Unlike many of 
his countrymen, who saw Communism as the answer to Fascism, Ascoli was 
never attracted to this left-wing movement. In “The Blind Giant” Ascoli put it 
as follows: “The left-wing revolutionary movement, which exhausted itself in 
idle talk, and its Fascist counterpart, which has thrown off talk in favor of 
action, are both symptoms of the same underlying disease, born of the war. No 
amount of Fascist violence can destroy this fundamental likeness between the 
two extremes or prevent us from spotting it.”11 
On May 30, 1924, Socialist leader Matteotti attacked the Fascist Party 
in the Italian parliament. Two weeks later he was kidnapped and assassinated by 
Fascist squandristi. This assassination, which shocked world opinion, marked a 
turning point for Italian Fascism. When public opinion turned against the 
Fascist Party, Mussolini decided to take the offensive. On January 3, 1925, he 
took full responsibility for the murder, abandoned all cooperation with the 
parliament and took steps to establish a totalitarian state, including the 
suppression of the opposition press and the formation of a secret police. This 
murder strengthened Ascoli’s resolve to oppose the Fascist regime with every 
available means. Ascoli, who had known Matteotti well, became a frequent 
contributor to the anti-Fascist publications, which carried on underground.12 
Ascoli’s staunch and outspoken opposition to the regime set a precedent for an 
attitude that would come to characterize him throughout his later life and career. 
In 1926 Ascoli was appointed associate professor of jurisprudence and 
political philosophy at a small university in Camerino, near Ancona. Ascoli 
describes the period from 1926 till 1931 as “a tough period of my life.”13 He 
refused to bow to the Fascist regime, but the police were everywhere – they 
were even taking notes at his lectures – and the Fascists at the university were 
                                                     
8 This fear that democracy could, without the proper care and attention, degenerate into fascism, 
would form a consistent theme in Ascoli’s writing throughout his life. See also Martin Doudna, 
“Democracy with Freedom: The Political Philosophy of Max Ascoli” (paper presented at the 
Humanities Seminar at Hilo College, Hilo, Hawaii, 14 November 1974), box 177, folder 4,  
MAC. 
9 MA, translation of “Il Gigante Ceico,” box 163, folder 6, MAC. 
10 Ascoli’s first book, a study of the French social philosopher Georges Sorel, was published in 
both Italy and France in 1921. In 1925 Ascoli published Le Vie dalla Croce, a book on the 
philosophy of religion. In 1928 he wrote La Interpretazione delle Leggi, which was translated into 
Spanish and published in Buenos Aires in 1947. Ascoli’s 1930 La Giustizia was also translated 
into Spanish. 
11 MA, translation of “Il Gigante Ceico,” box 163, folder 6, MAC. 
12 MA, biographical article, 20 September 1942, box 196, folder 6, MAC. 
13 Ibid. 
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persistent in their attempts to convince him that his position would improve if 
he joined the Party. 
Ascoli was arrested in 1928 and held for about three weeks in a Milan 
jail. He knew that writing for underground publications made him liable to a 
long term in prison and feared that his writings were the cause of his arrest. 
“But after the first question,” he recalled in 1954, “I realized the police had 
nothing on me, aside from the fact that my reputation as an anti-Fascist was 
quite widespread. The arrest proved to be merely an attempt to intimidate me.”14 
Upon his release, he was sentenced to two years ammonizione, a form of 
modified house arrest reserved for so-called public enemies. “One is not 
allowed to leave one’s room after a certain time of night, and before a certain 
time in the morning. The police comes to see whether one is in bed every night, 
and, of course, a man who is sentenced to ammonizione is not allowed to leave 
his place of residence under any circumstances.”15 Though this measure was 
relaxed after six months, Ascoli’s associations, travel, and correspondence 
remained restricted. Ascoli’s writings were suppressed and he was continually 
shadowed by a policeman. 
As a result of his arrest, Ascoli was fired from the University of 
Camerino and he had difficulty finding a new position. He won a competition 
for a chair of Philosophy at the University of Rome, but was exiled instead to 
the University of Cagliari in Sardinia, where he began teaching legal philosophy 
in 1929. By that time, the Fascist influence had permeated the universities and 
Ascoli was pressured by the Fascist authorities to join the Party, or at least send 
Mussolini a letter of political adherence.16 Ascoli, however, did not give in. He 
was the only faculty member who refused to join the Fascist Association of 
University Professors. As a result he was removed from his university chair in 
1931 and replaced by a Fascist professor. Although he was allowed to continue 
teaching, he was only allowed to teach courses in what he considered a lesser 
subject – elements of civil law – and knew that his academic career was over. 
Around that time, Ascoli received an offer of a fellowship from the 
Rockefeller Foundation and jumped at the chance.17 Trying to obtain a passport, 
Ascoli ran into great difficulties, but eventually Giovanni Gentile, a former 
Minister of Education, who, according to Ascoli, “did not like to have any 
fellow intellectual needlessly persecuted,”18 stepped in and personally asked 
                                                     
14 MA to Marjorie Candee, [1954?], box 167, folder 2, MAC. 
15 MA, biographical article, 20 September 1942, box 196, folder 6, MAC. 
16 Ascoli discussed the impact of Italian Fascism on academia – from the March on Rome in 1922 
till the mandatory oath of allegiance in 1931 – in two articles: “The Fascisti’s March on 
Scholarship,” The American Scholar 7, no. 1 (Winter 1938), 50-59 and “The Press and the 
Universities in Italy,” The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science 200 
(November 1938), 235-53. 
17 It is unclear whether Ascoli had applied or if he had been recommended for a fellowship. It is 
clear, however, that Ascoli deliberately chose to come to the United States and start a new life 
there.  
18 Gentile was one of the intellectuals who had thought that Fascism might be kept in check by 
working from within, and that it might even bring some good, such as extensive educational 
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Mussolini to grant Ascoli a passport. Yet even with a passport, Ascoli had a 
hard time leaving the country. He was stopped as he was boarding the ship that 
would take him to the United States because the Ministry of the Interior, which 
had given him the passport, had not removed his name from the list of those 
forbidden to leave the country. Ascoli later recalled how close he had come to 
being stranded: “I succeeded in making the boat at the very last moment 
because the Vice-Chief of Police in Naples happened to come along. To him, I 
made such a good case for myself that he allowed me to go aboard, via the 
baggage gangway since the gangplank for passengers had already been 
removed.”19 While Ascoli was still on the high seas, a law was passed which 
required all university professors to take an oath of allegiance to the Fascist 
Party.20 Only eleven out of twelve hundred refused to take the oath.21 
Ascoli’s experiences with Fascism – the oppressing character of 
Mussolini’s regime and the failure of the academic community to act out against 
it – were formative for his beliefs about morality, freedom, and the 
responsibility of intellectuals in a society.22 Ascoli’s coming to America 
reinforced these ideas and provided him with firsthand experience of a society 
where freedom was an integral part of the political system. Ascoli’s ideas about 
democracy – which formed the basis for The Reporter – were inextricably 
linked to both his European background, and to his status as a relatively new 
American. 
The Americanization of Max Ascoli 
October fifth always remained a special date for Max Ascoli, because that was 
the day he landed in the United States in 1931. In memory of his arrival, he 
chose that same day in 1940 for his marriage to Marion Rosenwald, daughter 
and heiress of Julius Rosenwald, the philanthropist and executive of Sears, 
Roebuck & Co.23 
                                                                                                                                  
reforms. MA to Marjorie Candee, [1954?], box 167, folder 2, MAC; MA, “The Fascisti’s March 
on Scholarship,” 54. 
19 MA to Marjorie Candee, [1954?], box 167, folder 2, MAC. 
20 MA, biographical article, 20 September 1942, box 196, folder 6, MAC. 
21 Fermi, Illustrious Immigrants, 49. 
22 Ascoli’s early writings about the foreshadow his outspoken criticism of the American 
intellectual response to McCarthyism in the 1950s and the Vietnam War and the rise of the New 
Left in the 1960s. 
23 In Italy, Ascoli had been married to the poetess Anna Maria Maddalene Paolina Ciacinta 
Cochetti, who wrote under the name of Anna Maria Armi. They were married in 1925, legally 
separated in 1938, and divorced in 1940. In his article “Max Ascoli: A Lifetime of Rockefeller 
Connections,” Rosario Tosiello cites the break-up of his marriage to Anna Maria as evidence of 
Ascoli’s assimilation into American society. There were no children by this marriage. One son, 
Peter Max Ascoli, was born to Marion and Max Ascoli in 1942. Marion Ascoli, ALS, n.d., box 
209, folder 4, MAC; MA to Marjorie Candee, [1954?], box 167, folder 2, MAC; Candee, Current 
Biography, s.v. “Ascoli, Max”; Rosario J. Tosiello, “Max Ascoli: A Lifetime of Rockefeller 
Connections,” in The “Unacceptables”: American Foundations and Refugee Scholars Between 
the Two Wars and After, ed. Giuliana Gemelli (Brussels: PIE Lang, 2000), 119. 
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Ascoli’s Rockefeller Fellowship was, initially, to last one year, but was 
extended for another year in 1932. During his time as a Rockefeller fellow, 
Ascoli devoted himself to the study of “contemporary American political theory 
and its effects upon the operations of democratic institutions.”24 He traveled 
through the United States, visiting a number of prominent universities and 
spending considerable time in New York and Washington, DC, Although the 
Rockefeller Foundation had assumed that Ascoli would return to Italy when his 
visa, which was valid until October 1933, ran out, it soon became clear that his 
political position and overt opposition to the Fascist regime made such a return 
impossible.25 
The Rockefeller Foundation played a crucial role in the efforts to rescue 
European scholars and intellectuals in the years preceding World War II. In the 
spring of 1933 the Foundation initiated a Special Research Aid Fund for 
European Scholars which helped Ascoli and other exiles acquire positions at 
American academic institutions. Ascoli was offered a position by Alvin 
Johnson, president of the New School for Social Research in New York, who 
was at this time composing the University in Exile, a haven for scholars fleeing 
Nazi Germany. Ascoli was highly recommended by many of the scholars he had 
met during his stays at various universities and Johnson himself was also 
impressed with Ascoli’s work. However, the money Johnson had been able to 
secure for the University in Exile had been pledged specifically to aid German 
scholars, and hence could not be used to appoint Ascoli. Johnson turned to the 
Rockefeller Foundation which subsequently agreed to contribute a sizeable 
amount towards Ascoli’s salary.26 Ascoli was appointed professor of 
jurisprudence and political science and thus became the only non-German 
among the eleven original members of the University in Exile. Ascoli’s 
appointment united the Rockefeller Foundation and the New School in a joint 
effort to rescue refugee scholars, in which Ascoli, who served as dean of the 
University in Exile in 1940 and 1941, played a crucial role.27 
The University in Exile formed a unique academic environment. Due to 
the background of its faculty, it served as a forum for the promotion of 
European-American understanding, and for raising American awareness of the 
terrible events taking place in Europe.28 Warning Americans not to ignore the 
signs, Ascoli and his colleagues at the University in Exile tried to relate the 
theory of political and social science to the reality of the 1930s. According to 
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Laura Fermi, émigré authors such as Max Ascoli played a very important role in 
creating American understanding for the troubled people of Germany and Italy. 
“They published a mass of reliable information about totalitarian countries. This 
was important, for the dictators’ propaganda devices suppressed or distorted 
news, and foreign observers in those countries were not always equipped with 
the necessary insight to understand the mentality of the people. The émigrés, on 
the other hand, were anxious to share with the Americans their knowledge of 
the political, social, and intellectual scene in their homelands.”29 
In one of his first articles in English, “Fascism in the Making,” which 
appeared in The Atlantic in November 1933, Ascoli defined Fascism by listing 
six distinctive characteristics which set it apart from other political movements: 
1. In both Germany and Italy Fascism originated with dissatisfied elements in 
“the lower strata of the middle class.” The self-appointed leaders, characterized 
by Ascoli as “small bourgeois desperadoes,” were aided by a well-organized, 
national labor movement. 2. In both countries World War I had brought forth a 
generation of frustrated youths revolting against their elders. 3. Fascism was 
further characterized by the notion that the state can and should solve all 
problems, whether social, economic, or religious. 4. Another characteristic was 
“a drastic prohibition of politics.” 5. Ascoli further argued that Fascist politics 
transformed itself into “a kind of religion … with an indissoluble trinity of 
Nation, State, and Party embodied in a living god.” 6. Finally, Fascism was 
characterized by “a peculiar kind of intellectual disintegration,” characterized 
by nihilism, a lack of “criticism of fundamental political and moral beliefs,” and 
“a despairing and disparaging view of ordinary human nature and an absolute 
faith in the impersonal forces of history.”30 
Ascoli concluded that the United States did not possess these 
characteristics except the last one. “The last characteristic is worth noting,” 
Martin Doudna observed in his book on The Reporter, “for it remained one of 
Ascoli’s most persistent concerns, from his study of Sorel in 1921 to an article 
on campus riots he submitted to the Wall Street Journal in 1969.”31 
Ascoli’s first article on US domestic affairs, “Notes on Roosevelt’s 
America” – challenging Roosevelt’s court-packing plan – appeared in the The 
Atlantic in 1934.32 During the 1930s and 1940s Ascoli frequently contributed 
articles on political subjects to such leading periodicals as The Atlantic, Foreign 
Affairs, and The American Scholar. Most of his writing, both articles and books, 
concerned what he called his “pet obsession,” the question “how, in the 
democratic climate of our times, freedom can perish.”33 
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Ascoli’s experiences with the oppressive character of the Fascist regime 
not only shaped his ideas about freedom and democracy, but also gave them a 
certain urgency. Ascoli could never take freedom for granted. Nor could he 
overlook the dangerous aspects of democracy. There was, Ascoli asserted in his 
essay “No.38 Becomes a Citizen,” nothing superhuman about the United States 
and its citizens in this respect.34 The danger of totalitarianism could only be kept 
at bay by an active campaign of consciousness raising, aimed at both ordinary 
Americans and their intellectual leaders. 
Ascoli’s 1936 book Intelligence in Politics was a warning against the 
totalitarian outgrowths of democracy, and an analysis of the steps Ascoli felt 
had to be taken to preserve democracy in America.35 Intelligence in Politics was 
written at a time of reckoning; a time when choices regarding political systems 
were sharp and urgent; a time when democracy seemed about to be vanquished 
by totalitarianism.36 In order for democracy to survive, Ascoli argued, 
intellectuals needed to be unremittingly critical of its political and social 
institutions. However, in modern democratic society, intellectuals had been 
reduced to a subordinate position. Men of action had become more important 
than men of ideas. In modern democracy intellectuals were condemned to 
responsibility without power. They could criticize, advise, and influence 
politicians and public opinion, but they could count on being easily shoved 
aside whenever anti-intellectual sentiment was on the rise. According to Ascoli, 
instead of inciting intellectuals to critical thinking and hard work, this situation 
led mainly to inaction. And in his opinion it was such intellectual inaction 
which led to totalitarianism.37 The responsibility of intellectuals formed a 
recurrent theme in Ascoli’s thinking about democracy and would be his primary 
motivation for founding The Reporter. 
During the 1930s Ascoli was one of the most prominent anti-Fascist 
Italians in the United States. He was one of the most vocal and visible of the 
fuorusciti (political exiles), and one of the few who did not return to Italy at the 
end of the war. In 1939 Ascoli formally became an American citizen. In an 
article, entitled “No.38 Becomes a Citizen,” Ascoli described his naturalization 
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and stated his strong belief “that Americans are born, not made.” He felt himself 
to be a natural-born American because he had always believed in the values of 
the Declaration of Independence. Those were the exact values the lack of which 
had made him leave Fascist Italy. “There are people,” Ascoli wrote, “who – no 
matter where they were born – can fully find themselves only when they come 
over here. At least, this has been my case.”38 Rosario Tosiello has observed that 
by 1938 Ascoli considered himself thoroughly Americanized. He thought of his 
book Fascism for Whom?, which was published that year, as his “testament as a 
European,” expressing the belief “that scholars from Fascist countries could 
make terrible nuisances of themselves if they indulged in the practice of reading 
the American present in terms of recent European history. Rather, such folks 
had the duty as new American citizens to foster those American traits, which 
were uncongenial to the spirit of European dictatorships.”39 In 1941 Ascoli 
contributed the following statement to a debate on “The Duty of the Emigré” in 
The Nation: 
I must say that I hate the word “émigré.” It has a distinct taste of 
… people who cling desperately to habits and ways of thinking 
belonging to a past that is hopelessly gone. Exile, I think, is a 
much better word, and I think that the first duty of the exiles is 
exactly that of not being émigrés. All of us who have been 
uprooted from our countries because of our political beliefs should 
first of all search with all possible energy for the causes that 
brought us to defeat.… If we exiles do not profit from the 
opportunity offered by American democracy for discovering, each 
one for himself, the narrowness of the European nationalisms, the 
dogmatism and the petty shrewdness of European democratic 
politics, then I think we have a very poor future ahead of us – the 
future of men who are useless to the land they came from and to 
the country that gives them a chance to start life over again.40 
Ascoli, clearly, was proud to be an American citizen and determined to make a 
contribution to his new homeland. 
During the years following his arrival in the United States, Ascoli 
became acquainted with influential intellectuals, academics, and politicians such 
as New York Mayor Fiorello La Guardia, and Judges Felix Frankfurter and 
Learned Hand.41 According to James Edward Miller, Ascoli “introduced a 
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variety of influential New Dealers to antifascism and its leaders.”42 During the 
second half of the 1920s, before the arrival of the fuorusciti, some liberals had 
been genuinely interested in the experiment of Fascism and saw Fascist 
corporatism as an “enlightened economic theory.” The New Republic briefly 
flirted with Italian Fascism, but the interest soon abated, and the liberals’ 
attention turned to the experiments in Soviet Russia.43 During the 1930s, 
according to Miller, Ascoli was the “linchpin” tying together anti-Fascists 
among liberals, exiles, and Italian Americans: 
Ascoli’s particular attractiveness to fellow liberals probably lay in 
the degree to which this Italian immigrant became more American 
than most Americans. He easily mastered the English language 
and developed a persuasive prose style and a corresponding 
command of slang that broke down the usual social and 
communication barriers. He also adopted the dress and tastes of his 
new homeland. The Americanization of Max Ascoli was so quick 
and complete that this recent arrival could bridge the deep social, 
intellectual, cultural, and personal gaps that separated liberals from 
exiles and both from Italian-Americans.44 
Ascoli’s early experiences with American liberals and their misinterpretations 
of Italian Fascism prompted not only his decision to stay in the United States, 
but also his resolve to one day start his own magazine, devoted to promoting 
mutual understanding between the United States and Europe.  
In 1940 Ascoli’s role as one of the leading anti-Fascist spokesman was 
consolidated when he became one of the founding members and the first 
president of the Mazzini Society.45 This association of Italian anti-Fascists 
produced radio broadcasts that provided Italians at home and abroad with 
American information about Allied progress and tried to steer Italian Americans 
away from Mussolini’s propaganda by sponsoring anti-Fascist rallies. In 
addition, the Mazzini Society assisted Italian refugees and tried to influence 
American policy toward Italy.46 
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During the war Ascoli served as Associate Director of cultural relations 
in the Office of the Coordinator of Inter-American Affairs (OCIAA), a post to 
which he had been appointed by Nelson Rockefeller. For two years he worked 
from Washington, DC, and traveled in Latin America on intelligence and 
propaganda missions.47 The network Ascoli assembled during this period of 
government service would serve as the foundation for The Reporter. The origins 
and workings of this state-private network will be analyzed in greater detail in 
Chapter 9 (Propaganda, Policy, and Covert Operations). Based on material 
found in a special “Historical File” in the magazine’s archives, the following 
pages present the version of The Reporter’s founding as publicly projected by 
the magazine itself. Chapter 9 provides an alternative version of the magazine’s 
inception, placing it in the larger context of the emergence of the Cold War 
state-private network and the prominent role of private individuals and 
organizations in covert operations at this time. 
1945-1947 – Promoting World Peace 
After the war, Ascoli decided that he wanted to make a larger contribution to 
American society than was possible through his teaching at the New School. 
Publishing a magazine had been one of Ascoli’s dreams since his student days 
in Italy, when he had witnessed the danger of suspending freedom of 
expression.48 His 1938 article “The Press and the Universities in Italy” 
demonstrates that Ascoli’s ideas about freedom of the press and the active 
participation of the press in the political process originated during this time of 
upheaval. “In a totalitarian regime,” Ascoli noted, “a newspaper becomes a 
pedagogical tool of political and moral uplift. It is no longer an instrument that 
offers to the readers a selection of facts and a chance to become oriented among 
them.”49 Freedom of the press lost all meaning if it could not be used to elicit 
political action. 
Ascoli’s first attempt at creating a magazine that could present the 
American public with “a selection of the facts and a chance to become oriented 
among them” came in 1945, with the founding of the United Nations 
Organization. Louis Dolivet, founder and publisher of Free World, a magazine 
founded in 1941 to which Ascoli had contributed many articles, had come up 
with a new initiative. Whereas Free World had been devoted to promoting 
universal and international support of the American war effort, and to the ideal 
of establishing a “permanent world organization,” this new magazine project 
would be devoted to the promotion of world unity through the newly 
established United Nations.50 
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On the occasion of the founding of the United Nations, Dolivet brought 
together a group of prominent American intellectuals, businessmen, and 
members of the press: John Hay Whitney, Nelson Rockefeller, and Max Ascoli 
would provide the funds, and Michael Straight, then publisher of The New 
Republic, James “Scotty” Reston, then the New York Times’ Washington 
reporter, and Dolivet himself would provide the editing skills. These men felt 
that the West Coast, where the United Nations would originally be located, 
deserved its own international newspaper. When it was decided that the United 
Nations would move to New York, the group felt that they would be unable to 
compete with the existing New York newspapers, so they decided to publish a 
monthly magazine instead: United Nations World.51 
Max Ascoli and James Reston withdrew from the project because they 
felt the idea of an international newspaper based on the West Coast had been 
more innovative than the idea of a magazine based in New York. They also felt 
that a monthly magazine devoted primarily to the United Nations would be too 
narrow in both its focus and its reach.52 In addition, Ascoli was unhappy about 
Michael Straight’s appointment of Henry Wallace as co-editor of The New 
Republic in late 1946. Wallace, vice president during Roosevelt’s third term, 
was an outspoken advocate of improving relations between the United States 
and the Soviet Union and preventing a stand-off between the two superpowers, 
a position which, in those days of rising anti-Communist hysteria, was 
perceived as pro-Communist.  In 1946, he was asked to hand in his resignation 
as Secretary of Commerce for publicly denouncing the administration’s policy 
of “getting tough” with the Soviet Union. Shortly thereafter, Michael Straight 
appointed him co-editor of The New Republic.53 
Ascoli, who had been quick to realize that international Communism 
had replaced Fascism as the primary threat to world peace, felt unable to 
continue working with Straight on the UN magazine project.54 Unlike many 
American intellectuals, Ascoli had never been attracted to Communism. Ever 
since his student days, when he was profoundly influenced by the work of the 
Italian philosopher and prominent liberal Benedetto Croce, his fundamental 
belief had been in individual freedom.55 Unlike many of his Italian 
contemporaries, Ascoli did not believe that Communism formed a viable 
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alternative to Fascism. During the 1920s he was a member of the liberal, not the 
Communist resistance. At the outset of the Cold War Ascoli was quick to 
realize that international Communism had replaced Fascism as the main 
totalitarian threat to world peace. Ascoli’s anti-Communism – which became a 
key aspect of The Reporter’s editorial stance – stemmed first and foremost from 
his conviction that totalitarianism, and all of the morally reprehensible 
mechanisms of oppression and expansion associated with it, needed to be 
defeated. 
Even though Reston and Ascoli pulled out of this magazine project, 
they did not abandon their magazine publishing aspirations or the 
internationalist ideals underlying Free World and United Nations World 
altogether. They met in New York in November 1946 and had a discussion on, 
as it is so boldly put in a memo describing the meeting, “the subject of 
promoting world peace.” In the post-war world, Reston argued, safeguarding 
world peace and resisting totalitarianism would be a US responsibility, not just 
because of its democratic ideals, but also because of its industrial power. But, 
for the United States to rise to its responsibility, a long-standing tradition of 
isolationism would have to be overcome. Preaching to the converted – the 
people already convinced of the importance of the U.N. – was not the most 
effective approach, Reston and Ascoli felt.56 
They hoped to publish a magazine that would influence US policy by 
offering a platform of ideas for both intellectuals and government officials. 
They both felt that the legislative branch of government comprised a “brake on 
the development of a broad policy of world leadership for the United States.” 
The legislative branch was, therefore, the branch they most wanted to reach and 
influence with their proposed magazine. So they decided to develop a magazine 
aimed specifically at the members of Congress. They hoped that such a 
magazine devoted to the day-to-day affairs of the legislative branch would also 
appeal to those outside government who were interested in national and foreign 
affairs. It was to be “a weekly publication of facts, explanation, and opinion on 
international and national affairs, with particular reference to the issues, and 
personalities … in the public view in Congress,” financed by Max and Marion 
Ascoli.57 
In January 1947 Ascoli and Reston were joined by Frank Jamieson, a 
Pulitzer Prize-winning reporter and associate of Ascoli’s friend Nelson 
Rockefeller,58 and they started exchanging ideas and memos. Ascoli had his 
doubts about the specific focus on Congress. He felt such a magazine might 
experience some of the same limitations as a magazine focusing on the United 
Nations and was afraid it might turn into an uncritical house organ of Congress, 
not even read by Congressmen. In addition, Ascoli felt that Congress was not 
the only part of US government functioning as a brake on American world 
leadership. He felt the magazine should look at Congress in perspective, 
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focusing on its role in the nation and in the world, stressing the interrelation of 
domestic and foreign policy. Instead of a magazine for and about Congress, 
Ascoli wanted a magazine that would influence government policy through 
responsible journalism.59 
1947-1948 – First Initiatives 
In April 1947 Max Ascoli took the first concrete step toward the consolidation 
of the magazine project when he hired Wallace Carroll to set up and take charge 
of a small trial-office in Washington, DC, Carroll had been the head of the 
Associated Press in London during the early years of the war, and had served as 
director of the London branch of the Office of War Information (OWI) from 
September 1942.60 He was hired for a period of six months to develop, under 
the direct supervision of Ascoli and Reston, the editorial idea for the magazine 
and gather financial and market research information to determine whether the 
magazine would be viable. If this period of experimentation proved successful, 
Carroll would become the new magazine’s managing editor.61 
In addition to his role as initiator of the magazine, Max Ascoli was its 
chief editorial decision-maker, and – together with his wife Marion – the 
sponsor of the project. Together they put up the money for office rent, salaries, 
traveling expenses, and other essentials.62 Ascoli’s ideas thus formed the 
foundation for the project. He tried to visit the office in Washington, DC, as 
often as he could, but between long trips to Europe and troubles with his health 
– in April 1948 he slipped and fell getting out of the elevator to go to his office 
and broke his hip, an injury which remained troublesome and painful for the rest 
of his life – he depended heavily on Carroll for the day-to-day management of 
the trial office.  
In this early period – from March 1947 until October 1948 – Carroll’s 
responsibilities consisted of hiring staff members, coordinating their work – 
which predominantly entailed the writing of trial articles and the gathering of 
ideas for future articles – and shaping the editorial policy. Carroll’s frequent 
letters and memorandums attest to Ascoli’s close involvement, but for direct 
advice and, perhaps more importantly, discussion, Carroll turned to James 
Reston and Eric Sevareid, the two advisers who resided in Washington, DC. 
Reston, although an equal partner in founding the magazine, had the official 
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status of adviser. He did not want to get in trouble with his employer, the New 
York Times, by taking on any legally binding position.63 
In the spring of 1948 the staff consisted of managing editor Wallace 
Carroll, librarian Ruth Ames – the only member of the staff who would stay 
with the magazine throughout its entire existence – writers and researchers 
Madge Brown, Delia Kuhn, Ned Kenworthy, Bob Harvey, and William Harlan 
Hale, designer John Peter, and Wallace Carroll’s secretary Esther Kominers. 
What these members of the trial-staff had in common was a strong belief in the 
need for the magazine they were creating and the importance of the message it 
aimed to convey. Whereas the younger members of the staff often came straight 
from university or graduate school, the older members of the staff also shared 
the experience of having served their country during the war, as soldiers, 
employees in government services such as the OWI and the Office of Strategic 
Services (OSS), or as war correspondents. As we will see in Chapter 9 
(Propaganda, Policy, and Covert Operations), which explores the implications 
of The Reporter’s origins in greater detail, this shared background played a 
crucial role in shaping the magazine’s editorial policy. 
During this period the entire staff was working on the creation of what 
they called an “idea book” with ideas and suggestions for future articles, a 
“future book” containing articles that could be published in future issues of the 
magazine, a “morgue” with newspaper and magazine cuttings, and the writing 
of trial articles, in which they experimented with style, tone of voice, and 
content. One of these experiments, in the fall of 1947, was sent to Max Ascoli 
accompanied by the following comments from Wallace Carroll: 
A glance at this material will make you wish that you were putting 
your money into burlesque shows and night clubs. It is just part of 
the discouraging and nauseating work that has to be gone through 
at the start. No one of us has any illusions about the articles. They 
were written without any reporting and were never rewritten. Will 
you return them to me after you have looked at them as I would 
like to hide them away so that two or three months hence we can 
see how humble were our beginnings.64 
Experimentation with style, content, and formula was an ongoing process at The 
Reporter’s offices, a process which continued well beyond the publication of 
the first issue in April 1949. It was the editors’ explicit intent to experiment in 
print and to take the final decisions on form and content in close consultation 
with the magazine’s readership. In the prospectus which accompanied the first 
issue, the magazine was referred to as “an experiment in adult journalism” 
indicating that it would be a serious endeavor aimed at a thinking audience. A 
couple of months before the publication of the first issue, Ascoli established a 
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number of standards for a Reporter story. Before turning in a story, Reporter 
writers were to ask themselves the following questions: 
 
Does this story: 
Challenge a cliché that hampered full vision of the subject? 
Have a transparent quality which allows the reader to see through 
it and beyond it? (The opposite of transparent is opaque or dull). 
Strengthen the reader’s grasp of the problem by bringing in facts 
he did not know, or knew and failed to appreciate? 
Bring closer to the heart and the mind of the reader a situation that 
had dulled his sympathy and confused his intelligence? 
Help the reader understand why and how that situation had 
occurred? 
Advance a step toward the heart of the matter? 
Suggest to the reader who is facing an apparently hopeless issue 
that there is one more chance than he thought? 
Prod the reader into assigning responsibility for that state of affairs 
to certain named individuals and eventually to himself? 
Deal with a recurrent, rather than a freakish, situation? 
Make the reader say, ‘That’s it! That’s it!’?65 
 
These “touchstones” applied to the content and substance of Reporter stories, 
but in keeping with these guidelines, the discussions about the physical aspects 
of the magazine centered around such issues as simplicity, integrity, and dignity 
rather than liveliness, lightness, and salability.66 Although The Reporter was 
supposed to eventually break even and even make a profit with the help of a 
large circulation and profitable advertising, this was not a direct concern at the 
outset because the Ascolis’ personal funds backed the magazine. The Reporter 
would eventually carry advertising, but not until it had been thoroughly tested 
on an actual audience. 
Decisions concerning the magazine’s look, feel, stance, content, aims, 
and editorial policy were ultimately taken by Ascoli, but he asked a number of 
friends to act as advisers. Beside Max Ascoli, James Reston, and Wallace 
Carroll, this group was comprised of Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., at that time already 
a revered historian, Frank Jamieson, financial adviser Nathan Levin, Leo 
Gottlieb, who was Max Ascoli’s lawyer, Eric Sevareid, a well-known CBS 
radio correspondent who covered World War II from France, London, China, 
Italy and Yugoslavia, and in 1945 reported on the founding of the United 
Nations,67 and economist John Kenneth Galbraith. Looking back on his 
involvement with this early stage of the magazine, Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., 
recalled: “We had meetings and we discussed personnel, but we were never 
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formally constituted as an editorial board. It was Max’s magazine; we were all 
busy doing something else. He would assemble us from time to time, as I 
recall.... It was purely a bunch of personal friends advising, without any formal 
status or agenda.”68 
A Magazine for the Marshall Plan Era 
The context of The Reporter’s emergence was a booming and rapidly changing 
magazine industry. As John Tebbel and Mary Ellen Zuckerman have pointed 
out, the decade following World War II was one of transformation and growth: 
“In 1955 magazines totaled $725 million in advertising revenue, a figure nearly 
double that of 1946 and seven times higher than in the Depression years. Only 
forty magazines had circulated for every one hundred people in the previous 
generation, but in 1955, magazines examined by the Audit Bureau of 
Circulations alone were distributing more single-issue copies than there were 
people in the nation.”69 Like many other magazines The Reporter benefitted 
from the postwar boom in income, education, and leisure time. Although the 
rapid growth of the paperback book industry limited magazine growth 
somewhat, television did not yet pose a serious threat. During the new 
medium’s early years, most Americans considered it primarily a source of 
entertainment. For news, information, and analysis they still turned to 
newspapers, newsmagazines, and magazines of opinion.70 
The Reporter’s journalistic approach was to be a new type of reporting, 
suitable to the post-World War II era. Ascoli wanted the magazine to be a 
radical departure from what had been the standard of American journalism since 
World War I. “In magazine terms, the post-World War II era is still voiceless; 
The Reporter is to be the first to articulate these needs,”71 he wrote in January 
1949. Instead of “news for news’ sake and opinion for opinion’s sake,”72 The 
Reporter would offer its readers contextual information, explanations of 
underlying principles and trends, reflection on the consequences of political 
situations for individuals, and a focus on the relationship between foreign and 
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domestic events. The Reporter, in other words, would specialize in interpretive 
journalism. 
As such, the magazine formed a prominent example of a new 
journalistic approach that had arisen during the 1930s and 1940s. Edwin Emery, 
in an early study, described this development as follows: “The impact of the 
political social-economic revolution of the New Deal years, the rise of modern 
scientific technology, the increasing interdependence of economic groups at 
home, and the shrinking of the world into one vast arena for power politics 
forced a new approach to the handling of news. ‘Why’ became important along 
with the traditional ‘who did what,’ because the reader, more than ever, wanted 
and needed to know the meaning of the news.”73 
Wallace Carroll made a similar point in one of his early memorandums 
on The Reporter’s formula. The American press had not kept pace with these 
developments. “Instead of using the news to illuminate the facts,” Carroll wrote, 
the American newspapers “have allowed the news – and the headlines – to 
obscure the facts.” The newsmagazines, he argued, “have done much to arouse 
curiosity about world affairs,” but, he added, “they have done little to satisfy it.” 
And the magazines of opinion, according to Carroll, “have failed to sense the 
realistic approach of the American people to the problems of the day – the 
desire to have the facts and sober judgments based on the facts.” So, Carroll 
concluded: “the way is ... open for a new kind of journalism and a new kind of 
magazine.”74 
In addition to observing that the American political consciousness of 
national and international affairs had been broadened and deepened by the 
events of the 1930s and 1940s, Carroll also pointed out that the New Deal brain 
trusts and war agencies such as the OWI and OSS gave way to a whole new 
generation of political intelligence officers, who had no place to voice their 
opinions. Fittingly, The Reporter’s journalistic approach was inspired by the 
methods of intelligence reporting and diplomatic correspondence. In January 
1948 Wallace Carroll explained the approach as follows: “Like an ambassador 
writing a dispatch to his government or an intelligence officer briefing the 
chiefs of staff, the magazine will ‘brief’ its readers each week on the issues and 
developments which are vital. Like the ambassador or intelligence officer, it 
will first give the facts and their meaning, then point out possible courses of 
action, and finally recommend the course which appears best.... This ‘policy-
making-approach’ ... will help the reader make up his mind in this era of 
baffling problems.”75 The result was a combination of interpretive and 
investigative reporting. 
As the “magazine for the Marshall Plan era” The Reporter’s main 
objective was to fill the gap in the political information available to the 
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American people. In this new era of American power and responsibility, the 
editors and advisers felt, magazines had an important responsibility. The editors 
planned to inform Americans about their country’s role in the world and to 
influence legislators and policy-makers, both directly and through their 
Reporter-informed constituencies. They would not just criticize, but try to offer 
viable alternatives and solutions. The editors were “willing to make a 
substantial bet on the intelligence of the American people.”76 It was their 
intention to create a magazine that was pragmatic instead of idealist, factual 
instead of opinionated, that judged every situation and proposal on its own 
merits, weighing carefully all the available facts, thus offering its readers a 
chance to make up their own minds. The Reporter would try to aid people in 
acquiring a coherent image of the situations confronting them without 
bombarding them with un-weighed facts and pre-fixed opinions. Aiming at an 
audience of opinion-makers, the magazine sought to inform especially the 
politically alert among businessmen, university professors and high school 
teachers, members of women’s organizations, journalists, graduate students in 
political science, economics, and contemporary history, economists, 
government employees, and members of national and state legislatures. The 
Reporter would help these people make up their minds.77 
As the subsequent chapters of this dissertation will demonstrate, The 
Reporter did not always manage to honor these high-minded objectives, but the 
editors’ advocacy of these principles did place the new magazine firmly in the 
tradition of interpretive reporting. As Frank Luther Mott observed, journalism 
in the 1950s was characterized by heated debate over interpretive versus 
objective reporting: 
The consensus of thoughtful journalists was that the modern scene 
required much more from the reporter than bald facts. Reports 
from the fields of science, economics, and world politics especially 
called for explanation and careful elucidation in terms easily 
understood by the ordinary reader. Perhaps “objective” – a word 
borrowed from psychology but long used by editors and reporters 
– was an unfortunate term, indicating as it did an impossibly 
complete impersonality on the part of source, reporter, and editor. 
“Interpretive,” on the other hand, might suggest too much freedom 
of comment, editorializing, “slanting” of the news.… “Reporting 
in depth” was another term that came into common use. At the 
Associated Press Managing Editors’ conferences and the meetings 
of other editorial groups, at the forums and institutes held by the 
schools, and in the professional and trade journals appeared 
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insistence on the necessity of digging behind and under the mere 
news of events.78 
Competition from radio and television also helped make the magazine the 
medium of interpretation and background information. The Reporter fit 
perfectly into this new journalistic movement. 
Facts & Ideas 
Ascoli purposely labeled The Reporter “a magazine of facts and ideas” instead 
of a journal of opinion. Opinions, Ascoli felt, were “by nature arbitrary and 
glib.”79 Ascoli’s distinction between ideas and opinions was primarily a means 
for actively denouncing The Nation and The New Republic, the two traditional 
liberal journals of opinion. What bothered Ascoli most about these journals of 
opinion was their fixed attitude. He felt that the liberalism which the journals of 
opinion practiced was stereotypical and opinionated, that their stance was 
predictable, and that the editors of these magazines had their minds made up 
before a situation occurred, judging it without carefully weighing all the 
available facts.80 Even though both magazines were slowly altering their stance, 
their benevolent attitude toward the Soviet Union remained an important point 
of criticism among anti-communist liberals during the late 1940s. “All of us,” 
Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., remembered, referring to the group of advisers, “felt 
that there was a real need for a magazine of political and cultural commentary.” 
In the late-1940s, Schlesinger, Jr., said, The Nation, founded in 1865, and The 
New Republic, founded in 1914, had lost much of their appeal. At the time 
Schlesinger, Jr., characterized The Nation and The New Republic as magazines 
for “the fellow traveler or the fellow traveler of the fellow traveler.”81 The 
liberal journals of opinion, he argued, had lost their zeal. “I hoped it [the new 
magazine] would be something like the original New Republic, the Herbert 
Croly New Republic.”82 The original New Republic, founded shortly after the 
beginning of World War I, was based on ideals very similar to those underlying 
the founding of The Reporter, following World War II. If it had not been for 
Ascoli’s active denunciations, one might think Ascoli had been inspired by The 
New Republic’s subtitle: “A journal of opinion to meet the challenge of the new 
time.”83 John Patrick Diggins has defined The New Republic’s original aims as 
follows: 
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TNR proclaimed itself ‘A Journal of Opinion,’ in part to indicate 
its openness to new ideas. But opinion, especially misleading 
opinion, was precisely what TNR set out to examine and, if 
possible, correct. To identify politics with opinion was to leave 
government to whim, to the vicissitudes of private interests that 
were at variance with the public good. What TNR wanted to put 
before the public was theory, interpretation, perspective – the 
ability to analyze and elucidate the realities of politics that had 
been conditioned by the forces of history.84 
After a short flirtation with Italian Fascism in the late 1920s, The New Republic 
acquired a reputation for isolationism.85 The magazine’s association with Henry 
Wallace in the second half of the 1940s reinforced its reputation for communist 
sympathies, which dated back to the Russian Revolution.86 At that time The 
Nation as well as The New Republic were denounced by liberal anti-
Communists such as Schlesinger, Jr., and Ascoli for “a steady deterioration in 
its political matter and the emergence of a ‘line’ which governed its inclusions 
and omissions. The ‘line’ quite evidently ... was the weekly’s benevolent 
attitude toward Soviet Russia.”87 
“I thought there was a great need for a magazine of independent 
commentary on the liberal side,” Schlesinger, Jr., remembered; “… we were 
looking for kind of a combination, somewhere half-way between The Economist 
on the one hand, and The New Yorker on the other, with the literary distinction 
of The New Yorker and the analytical quality of The Economist.”88 The 
examples of The New Yorker and The Economist formed the subject of many 
brainstorming sessions between editors and advisers. In April 1947, James 
Reston wrote the following to his fellow advisers: “Throughout previous 
meetings it was agreed that one objective we are seeking was a standard of 
scientific gathering and analysis of fact. In these conversations the London 
Economist was repeatedly mentioned in illustration of this quality.”89 The 
original idea, then, was to produce an American version of the British 
Economist, with the same analytical qualities and a focus on trends instead of 
news. The magazine would, however, have to be distinctly American. “Our aim 
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should be,” Max Ascoli wrote in December 1947, “that of creating a feeling of 
national neighborhood – what the New Yorker does for the city of New York.”90 
“Our magazine will be a magazine to end confusion,” the editors 
declared in July 1947. But their terminology was confusing nonetheless: “Facts” 
and “ideas” versus “opinions” and “news”. To complicate things even further, 
the new magazine was to be a magazine of “trends” and “situations”: 
It will not be a news magazine. It will use the news of the week to 
illuminate significant trends and situations and show how they 
affect the lives and interests of Americans. But it will not print 
news items indiscriminately just because they are ‘interesting.’... 
ABC [the magazine’s working title] will not be a magazine of 
opinion. It will have opinions to express, but it will not be chained 
to a ‘cause’ or approach the issues of the day with its mind made 
up.91 
To enhance the distinctive content of the magazine, its layout would also be 
used to set it apart from the existing journals of opinion, The Nation and The 
New Republic, which were very plain, printed on newspaper stock, and without 
illustrations. The Reporter would be printed on slick paper, with illustrations 
and a full-color cover adorned with eye-catching artwork. 
The New Republic in particular found itself in direct competition with 
The Reporter. Michael Straight’s appointment of Henry Wallace as editor in 
1946 had been inspired by the ambition “to triple TNR’s circulation from 
around 40,000 to well over 100,000, and to make it ‘a liberal Time,’ a magazine 
of the left that could actually reach the masses.”92 During the brief period of 
Wallace’s editorship The New Republic’s circulation did increase to 96,000, but 
this success was short-lived.93 By the early 1950s the magazine was 
experiencing severe financial difficulties. In 1951 Dorothy Straight, who had 
supported the magazine since its inception, was forced to withdraw her financial 
backing. It took Michael Straight two years to find a new benefactor. In addition 
The New Republic lost one of its major advertisers – General Electric – in 1948, 
because the magazine had exposed the companies’ ties to Nazi Germany.94 
General Electric was, in fact, one of the first major advertisers The Reporter 
enlisted. Apparently the new magazine, which was in dire need of advertising 
income, was not as astute in its moral judgments as its fierce anti-Fascist 
rhetoric seemed to suggest. In 1952 The Reporter surpassed The New Republic 
in circulation, becoming the one liberal magazine that reached a wider public, if 
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not the masses.95 The editors of The New Republic were well aware that the 
arrival of The Reporter meant increased competition over subscribers, 
contributors, and advertisers. In August 1949 the magazine tried to enlist new 
subscribers with an ad that asserted: “Liberals find FACTS and IDEAS from 
top drawer sources on BOTH sides of the Atlantic in the New Republic.” The 
use of the expression “facts and ideas” at this particular time can only be 
interpreted as a direct reference to The Reporter. In 1950 The New Republic 
moved from New York to Washington, “to be closer to the inner workings of 
government.”96 While Max Ascoli had decided to set up The Reporter’s 
headquarters in New York in order to gain some perspective on the capital, the 
two magazines were clearly in direct competition in their coverage of 
Washington affairs. As we will see in Chapter 5 (The Reporter’s Investigative 
Journalism), The Reporter and The Nation were direct competitors in the field 
of investigative journalism. 
By labeling his new publication “a magazine of facts and ideas,” Ascoli 
tried to put it in a category of its own, yet despite his efforts The Reporter was 
classified as a journal of opinion throughout its existence. In his 1960 article 
“American Newsmagazines and the European Scene,” for example, L. John 
Martin made a clear distinction between news- and opinion magazines. The 
first, he argued, “exercise tremendous power through their editorial function of 
selection. They may not be able to convert a person, tell him how to think; but 
they can tell him what to think about.” The second focus primarily on points of 
view, opinions, and ideas. Their influence, Martin argued, lay in making the 
reader think about facts in new and different ways, not in delivering the facts 
themselves.”97 He concluded that The Reporter was a “fortnightly of ideas about 
facts,” rather than a “fortnightly of facts and ideas.”98 In Understanding 
Magazines (1965) Roland E. Wolseley argued that magazines such as The 
Nation, The New Republic, The New Leader, and The Reporter were referred to 
as opinion magazines “because of the space allotted to expression of viewpoints 
about current problems and because they are somewhat less objective than the 
quality group [which included Atlantic Monthly, Harper’s, and The New 
Yorker] and consumer publications. Most do not intend to be debating societies 
but are openly committed to causes.”99 
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In the case of The Reporter this commitment to specific causes was 
shrouded in assertions that the magazine would present its readers with facts 
and ideas from which they could draw their own conclusions. Although Max 
Ascoli would take a stand on specific issues in his editorials, the magazine as 
such would not advocate a specific position, providing an open platform for 
many different points of view. It can be argued, however, that the background 
against which the magazine was conceived rendered such objectivity 
impossible. The magazine had been created specifically to promote increased 
American involvement in international affairs and the selection and 
interpretation of facts the magazine presented served that specific purpose. The 
editors must have been aware of the contradiction between their assertion that 
The Reporter would present only “the facts” on the one hand and their goal to 
promote a specific cause on the other. It seems that they were determined to 
present “facts and ideas” as “reality.” This way, The Reporter could convince its 
readers that the state of world affairs required increased US involvement, 
without having to advocate such a position directly. 
What’s In a Name 
Besides discussions about the aims of the magazine and the philosophy behind 
it, many of the brainstorming sessions between Max Ascoli, Wallace Carroll, 
and their friends and advisers concerned the search for a title for the new 
magazine. Numerous titles were suggested, considered, and, ultimately, 
discarded. “The Reporter” was anything but a first choice. 
Selecting an appropriate name for the magazine was a laborious and 
lengthy process, which lasted from the spring of 1947 till December 1948. The 
Century, The Statesman, Our Times, Affairs, The Challenge, Reason, Trends, 
Realities, The Compass, Horizons, The Citizen, Balance, and Ascoli’s Advocate 
were all suggested.100 Marion Ascoli submitted Comment, Week by Week, and 
Current Issues,101 Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., contributed Future,102 and Wallace 
Carroll suggested sticking with ABC, the magazine’s working title. “It means 
nothing, has no communist or fascist connotations, is easy to ask for, looks 
good on a cover,” Carroll argued.103 Another title that was seriously considered 
was U.S.A., but it turned out that the US Patent Office had a policy of not 
registering public insignia.104 New World was also investigated for trademark 
information by Ascoli’s lawyers, but it turned out the official newspaper of the 
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Chicago Archdiocese carried that title.105 In December 1947 the situation had 
become so precarious that Carroll proposed the following: “Perhaps we could 
follow precedent, leave our magazine without a name, and describe it as ‘the 
magazine which does not fear to be nameless.’”106 
Everyone involved realized that the problem of selecting a title was 
consequential because a new and unknown magazine would doubtlessly be 
judged on and pigeonholed by its title. Max Ascoli and Wallace Carroll wanted 
above all to distinguish the new magazine from the traditional journals of 
opinion, The Nation and The New Republic. The title The Independent was 
seriously considered, but eventually discarded because it too was felt to be too 
ideological. “I have tried out the name on a good many people,” wrote Carroll, 
“and the reaction has been unfavorable. People whom I have consulted on the 
business side have felt that the name would be a ‘handicap’ or even ‘a disaster’. 
Their feeling was that a name like ‘The Independent’ would immediately ‘type’ 
us, that it would put us in a class with ‘The Nation’ and the ‘New Republic’ and 
that it would suggest Henry Wallace and a third party.”107 
In addition, the editors, advisers, and staff wanted the title to project the 
type of journalism the new magazine would practice. Douglass Cater – a writer 
on the trial-staff who was later to become The Reporter’s Washington editor – 
argued that a slightly old-fashioned-sounding title would be an asset, because it 
would project “a return to higher journalistic standards set in the past.”108 In 
other words, in both its title and its reporting the magazine should shy away 
from both the traditional journals of opinion and Henry Luce’s slick, superficial 
creations. 
It is telling that, even though the magazine eventually became The 
Reporter, the long list of preferred titles contains many that are much more 
explicit. Titles such as New World, U.S.A., and Future embody perfectly the 
sense of living in a time of opportunity and responsibility which Ascoli and his 
advisers wanted to capture. 
In December 1948, however, it was decided that, “once and for all, for 
good or evil,”109 “The Reporter” would have to do. Although it is unclear who 
first proposed The Reporter as a possible title, it is abundantly clear that the title 
was not an instant success among the advisers and staff. A number of people 
objected to the title. Douglass Cater, for example, felt it lacked sophistication. 
In October 1948 he wrote Wallace Carroll about the unfavorable reactions he 
had received whenever he mentioned The Reporter as a possible title.110 In a 
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letter to Max Ascoli William Harlan Hale – a former senior editor of The New 
Republic who became a writer on The Reporter’s trial-staff – also described the 
negative reactions the title seemed to elicit: “I’m sorry to report that every time 
I have tried out The Reporter on friends, it has met with negative reactions. 
Above all, it doesn’t seem to be in accord with your own conception of the 
magazine. The Reporter implies that the magazine intends simply to report the 
news – which is certainly far from your plan.”111 In later years, the magazine 
would receive numerous letters from readers who felt that its title did not 
accurately reflect The Reporter’s journalistic approach.112 At the time of The 
Reporter’s founding, John Kenneth Galbraith was especially fervent in his 
criticisms of the title. Galbraith called it “lowbrow” and argued that it “did not 
reflect the highly selective process by which its contents would be chosen.” In 
addition, he felt that the public perception of the reporter as either “a hero … or 
as a low-salary man given to alcoholism” might form an impediment. Since 
Galbraith was unable to come up with any suitable alternatives – his only 
attempt, The American Fortnightly, was felt to be “ponderous” and unsuitable if 
and when the magazine was turned into a weekly publication – his objections 
were brushed aside and “The Reporter” was adopted as the definitive title.113 
Max Ascoli summed up his own feelings about the title as follows: “It’s an 
empty title and the pages that it introduces are blank. It’s our business to fill the 
title and the pages.”114  
Making Freedom Operational 
During the magazine’s planning stage, Max Ascoli was also finalizing a book 
on which he had been working for six years.115 It would be published in 1949 as 
The Power of Freedom. In December 1948 – frustrated with his staff because 
they seemed unable to grasp the ideas and ideals behind the magazine – Ascoli 
wrote: “Sometimes you may have wondered why … I decided to launch a 
project such as The Reporter. In that … book is the answer. That book is the 
concentrated meat stock which, either partly diluted, or with the addition of 
better meat and vegetables, will make our broth.”116  
The Power of Freedom was an optimistic book in pessimistic times. The 
late 1940s were characterized by an overpowering fear that Communism might 
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defeat democracy altogether in the years to come. Ascoli, however, was 
“impatient with all the loud chatter about the end of civilization, the passing of 
the era of freedom, the need of some kind of thorough going, all-upsetting 
revolution.”117 Ascoli did not believe that the American people needed a 
revolution. “In the present world political struggle,” he argued, “the democratic 
position is far stronger than we know”; yet “both our awareness and our use of 
this strength are dangerously hampered by the fact that our thinking about 
democracy has grown obsolete and cliché-ridden.”118 In order for democracy to 
survive, Ascoli argued, the American people needed to become more aware of 
the basic principles for which their country stood: “freedom, rights, the worth of 
the human person, and national independence.”119 In Ascoli’s opinion freedom 
and rights were not absolutes; they were “relative conditions that men must 
create for themselves.” Ascoli believed that thinking – “good intellectual work” 
– could produce truth which, ultimately, had the power to liberate. Thinking, in 
other words, could make one free.120 
Ascoli’s intolerance of clichés featured prominently in both The Power 
of Freedom and in the memorandums and prospecti he wrote for The Reporter. 
He would rather see his readers make an effort to understand truly complicated 
issues, than reduce them to empty slogans. He felt very strongly that every 
situation deserved to be judged on its own merits and proclaimed that The 
Reporter would not be opinionated or doctrinaire.121 “Of course, we are 
unprejudiced,” Ascoli wrote Carroll, Reston, Sevareid, and Schlesinger, Jr., in 
June 1947, “in the sense that we try to subject our prejudices to the test of 
reality; but we are just the opposite of unprincipled. As to principles, I think that 
the fewer one has, the better he works for them. Personally, I think I am a 
monotheist; my belief is freedom.”122 
The truth is, however, that in memos, drafts for prospecti, and 
eventually his editorials for The Reporter, Ascoli frequently availed himself of 
Cold War rhetoric. Martin Doudna has argued that Ascoli’s experiences with 
Italian Fascism and his background as a philosopher gave added depth to his use 
of the terms democracy and freedom and that The Power of Freedom was 
inspired by the work of De Toqueville. “Both Tocqueville and Ascoli,” Doudna 
noted, “are products of European culture, trying to analyze that large and 
baffling phenomenon, American democracy.” Like De Tocqueville, Ascoli was 
aware of the thin dividing line between the positive connotations and the 
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dangerous excrescences of the democratic political system.123 According to 
Doudna, the profundity in Ascoli’s use of the term democracy came from the 
awareness of this contradiction, and it was this awareness that lay at the 
foundation of his decision to publish The Reporter. Ascoli felt that guarding the 
dividing line between democracy and its negative excesses was the 
responsibility of a critical press. Journalists and editors had to actively guard 
democracy’s continued existence. It is likely, however, that Ascoli’s intentions 
and the finer nuances of his thinking were lost on most of The Reporter’s 
readers. As we will see in Chapter 8 (Shaping Cold War Mentality) the overall 
impression of Ascoli’s editorials was oftentimes that of Cold War rhetoric. 
Especially during its later years, The Reporter’s success emanated more from 
the recognition by many Americans of the magazine’s Cold War message than 
from the depth of ideas beneath this message. Ascoli’s definitions of democracy 
and freedom can only be seen in relation to the absence of freedom embodied 
by Fascism and Communism. 
“I believe that freedom ... is the propulsive power of civilization,” 
Ascoli wrote in the introduction to The Power of Freedom.124 He felt that 
freedom formed the basis for American society and that it should be actively 
propagated, as an important weapon in the Cold War. Despite his all-
encompassing belief in freedom Ascoli was, as Martin Doudna has rightfully 
pointed out, not an American liberal: 
His description of himself as a liberal has sometimes been 
confusing to American liberals who fail to realize that he tends to 
use the word in a European sense. Furthermore, his academic 
training was in legal philosophy, a European discipline with no 
precise equivalent in America. Freedom is a very elusive term. 
Ascoli’s greatest intellectual indebtedness is to Italian political 
philosophers: Dante, Machiavelli, Croce, and above all, Vico. But 
if Vico is known at all to the educated modern reader, he is 
probably best known indirectly as an influence on James Joyce.... 
Even Ascoli’s favorite political writer of the nineteenth century, 
Alexis de Tocqueville, is more likely to be known at second hand 
than directly. Thus Ascoli writes in an intellectual frame of 
reference that is somewhat unfamiliar to many Americans today.125 
Even though, in the introduction to The Power of Freedom, Ascoli identified 
himself as a liberal – “I am a liberal, and I don’t want to add any qualifying 
adjective”126 – The Reporter, at first, did not openly identify with American 
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liberalism and the term was not openly used in early discussions, prospecti, and 
issues. This was, once again, mostly a matter of not wanting to be linked to the 
traditional liberal journals of opinion and what Ascoli perceived as their 
doctrinaire, inflexible brand of liberalism. 
Ascoli’s refusal to add a qualifying adjective to his use of the term 
liberal, and the apparent similarities between his views and those of many 
American liberals confused the latter into thinking he was one of them. This 
confusion would be the cause for fierce discussions and disagreements, both on 
and off the pages of The Reporter, in the years to come. The divergences 
between Max Ascoli and the American liberal intellectuals will be discussed in 
greater detail in Chapter 10 (Turn to the Right?), but it should be noted here that 
American liberalism was a very fluid “ism” without – as Robert Bendiner put it 
in his article “What Is a Liberal?” in the March 1949 issue of The Nation – any 
“permanent allegiance to any single dogma or body of doctrine.”127 During the 
post-war years the terms freedom and liberalism were being used freely, 
indiscriminately, and with a number of different adjectives by all types of 
Americans. 
In a rather ironic article in Commentary in September 1949, entitled 
“What Kind of Liberal Are You?”, Bendiner identified eleven different types of 
American liberals. According to Bendiner, there were laissez faire liberals 
(descendants of the eighteenth and nineteenth century’s business liberals), New 
Deal liberals (the doers and the politicians), non-Communist liberals of the left 
(the intellectuals, including such organizations as the Americans for Democratic 
Action), fellow-travelers (those who did not disapprove completely of 
Communism and the Soviet Union), specialists (those with liberal pet causes), 
automatic liberals (also known as push-button liberals, whose minds were fixed 
into a rigid pattern), and finally,  Southern liberals (whose only difference from 
the Northern liberal concerned the issue of civil rights). “Out of some 
140,000,000 people in the United States,” Bendiner wrote, “at least 139,500,000 
are liberals, to hear them tell it, liberal having become a rough synonym for 
virtuous, decent, humane, and kind to animals.”128 
It seems that this indefinability and fluidity of American liberalism 
alienated Ascoli, who, throughout his life, remained faithful to the convictions 
he had acquired during the 1920s and 1930s. Martin Doudna identified five 
specific characteristics of Max Ascoli’s thinking which illustrated his belief in 
freedom as the “propulsive power of civilization”129: 
The first is a rejection of every variety of determinism or fatalism. 
This means a repudiation not only of Marxist determinism but of 
every brand of political utopianism; it likewise means a 
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repudiation of the politics of despair. The second characteristic is 
an emphasis on the primacy of the individual as a responsible 
agent of social change. ‘Freedom means,’ he wrote in 1950, ‘the 
constant growth and enrichment of the individual, and through 
him, of the society in which he lives.’ The third characteristic is a 
distrust of bigness – of big business, big labor, big government, 
and particularly of the unholy alliance that may spring up among 
the three.... The fourth characteristic is the belief in law as 
necessary guarantee for individual freedoms.... The fifth 
characteristic follows logically: his belief that politics is 
necessarily limited in what it can achieve.130 
This final characteristic, together with Ascoli’s all-inclusive internationalism, 
formed the most important difference between Ascoli’s ideas about freedom and 
American liberalism. In the late 1940s, most American liberals believed very 
strongly in the legacy of the New Deal, which involved a rather utopian belief 
in government intervention, and although they did turn their attention to the 
international scene, the United States – not the world as a whole – always 
remained their main concern.131 
In The Power of Freedom Ascoli attempted to turn philosophy into 
practice, trying to make Americans more thoroughly aware of the values for 
which their country stood. The Reporter would be a more ambitious, and 
temporarily much more effective, attempt to attain that goal. All of the ideas 
central to The Power of Freedom feature prominently in Ascoli’s later editorials 
in The Reporter. In spite of his personal experiences with Fascism, Ascoli had a 
positive outlook on life, characterized by a strong belief in the perfectibility of 
man and society. The Reporter would embody these same beliefs, especially the 
impatience with defeatism. In a memo dated March 14, 1947, Ascoli described 
the magazine’s pragmatic purpose as follows: “The main purpose of the 
magazine should be to counteract this defeatistic trend. As an organ for the 
formulation of an American policy, it should try to determine: a) goals; b) 
means and c) the actual situations on which our means have to be used to reach 
our goals.”132 In his review of The Power of Freedom for the Saturday Review 
of Literature, Lindsay Rogers complained that the book was mainly rhetoric, 
and even though it was “excellent rhetoric,” he felt that it lacked in actual 
suggestions of political action that should be taken.133 The Reporter, with its 
goal of making freedom operational by exerting influence on government 
policy, was meant to rise above this shortcoming. Ascoli was about to turn to a 
medium which was not only aimed at much quicker results, but also reached a 
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much larger audience. The political philosopher would soon become the editor 
of a political magazine which influenced the political behavior of American 
voters as well as statesmen. 
1948-1949 – The Prototype Period 
The Reporter’s formation took an exceptionally long time. Two whole years 
went by from the time Wallace Carroll was put in charge of the trial office in 
Washington, DC, until the publication of the magazine’s first issue. This 
prolonged beginning was not intentional. The original plan was for the 
magazine to appear in April 1948, a year after the establishment of the trial 
office, but due to a number of complications the first issue was not published 
until April 1949. This length of time itself may not have been exceptional. 
Many magazine ideas simmer for some time before being put to the test. The 
fact that Max and Marion Ascoli financed a full-time staff of twenty-four 
throughout this period was, however, exceptional.  
The Reporter’s founders had great difficulty finding writers and editors 
whom they found suitable for the type of magazine they had in mind. Max 
Ascoli and his group of advisers had high hopes for the magazine’s impact and 
influence and wanted to find first-rate writers and editors who could maximize 
this potential. However, most of the experienced writers and editors they 
approached were reluctant to take a chance on an unknown magazine. The fact 
that this magazine was located in Washington, DC, formed another impediment, 
since most magazines, newspapers, and publishing houses and, consequently, 
most writers and editors, were located in New York. 
Originally, the double goal in locating the magazine in Washington, 
DC, had been to be close to the center of politics and to be away from what 
Wallace Carroll called “the capital of conventional American journalism”: New 
York.134 Stationing the magazine in Washington, DC, the editors and advisers 
hoped, would guarantee a completely new and unconventional type of magazine 
which would be able, through its closeness to Capitol Hill, not just to report on 
policy decisions, but directly influence those decisions as well. 
From the start, Ascoli had had his doubts about locating the magazine in 
Washington, DC. In March 1947 he wrote Scotty Reston that the magazine 
should obviously have a very strong Washington office, “but I am afraid that 
closeness to the Hill might somehow hamper its influence on the Hill. It is the 
usual case of being too close to the trees to see the forest.”135 Ascoli’s 
objections to Washington, DC, as the location for the magazine’s headquarters 
were also inspired by his desire to exercise his authority in a more direct 
fashion. As we have seen, after breaking his hip, Ascoli had been dependent on 
Wallace Carroll for the day-to-day management of the magazine and he felt that 
the trial staff was not making enough progress. A year-and-a-half into the 
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formation of the magazine they had not even reached the stage of trial runs.136 
In October 1948 Ascoli decided to move the magazine to New York. 
Wallace Carroll, James Reston and Eric Sevareid did not approve of 
Ascoli’s decision. Carroll wrote Ascoli: 
One reason for coming to Washington was to get away from the 
capital of conventional American journalism, from the 
circumstances which impose upon that journalism its peculiar 
limitations. Another, more important, reason derived from the 
policy-making function of the magazine. Before rendering 
judgment on a line of policy, we wanted to find out the alternatives 
and understand the reasoning which determined the choice of the 
policy-makers.... In brief, we feel that the magazine we have had 
in mind is definitely a Washington magazine.137 
At this point Wallace Carroll decided that this initial planning stage – which 
would be drawn out even more by the move to New York – was taking too long. 
He felt that both the project and he himself were going stale. He was tired of 
experimenting and organizing; he wanted to start writing again. Carroll also did 
not feel that the magazine he had in mind could be produced in New York. In 
his letter of resignation he wrote: 
I think I understand your reasons for wanting the headquarters in 
New York and I know it would be folly on my part to try to 
dissuade you. Yet I am convinced that the magazine we 
contemplate can only be produced in Washington. I can assure you 
that my personal preference did not enter into this conclusion – I 
have always held that a journalist, like a doctor, must go where he 
is called. In this case, we have been aiming to produce a magazine 
which will have the double function of conveying information and 
shaping policy. It therefore seems essential that the staff of the 
magazine should be near the sources of information and policy.... I 
am aware that you have received advice from some of our friends 
and advisers on the editorial side which runs counter to what I 
have said above. But none of these friends and advisers is ready to 
stake his time and reputation on that advice. I, on the contrary, am 
asked to invest further time and reputation in a project which now 
arouses my misgivings.138 
Ascoli tried to persuade Carroll not to give up on the magazine. He offered him 
the job of European correspondent,139 but Carroll had made up his mind. 
Like Wallace Carroll, James Reston also felt the move to New York 
was unwise. Reston had been closely involved with the magazine from the start, 
but he had, with disappointment, seen the project move farther and farther away 
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from his original idea of a magazine for and about Congress. The move to New 
York, however necessary, was an unmistakable indication that The Reporter 
would not become the magazine Reston had envisioned. In a letter dated 
January 13, 1949, Ascoli wrote Reston: “The Reporter may not be the kind of 
magazine you wanted; in fact I am sure it isn’t. But let me add that it will be, I 
think, the closest approximation to the type of magazine you wanted – certainly 
far closer to you, to the kind of person you are and to your way of thinking, than 
any other existing publication.”140 Max Ascoli saw himself and Reston as the 
founding fathers of the magazine,141 and he therefore wanted Reston to remain 
an active participant. But after the move to New York the relationship between 
Ascoli and Reston seems to have cooled considerably and Reston’s involvement 
with the magazine diminished rapidly.142 Reston’s idea of influencing policy 
remained, but it would be executed from New York, not from Washington, DC. 
Despite all the difficulties he encountered, Ascoli remained convinced 
of the need for a magazine such as The Reporter. After a long talk about the 
problem of finding another editor, Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., and John Kenneth 
Galbraith suggested Ascoli take the position himself.143 And so he did. 
Schlesinger, Jr., for one, felt Ascoli was suited to be editor of a magazine: he 
thought Ascoli “very forceful, very authoritarian … He was very intelligent, 
rather skeptical, cynical, and well-read … I found him very likeable.” 
Schlesinger, Jr., also noted, however, that Ascoli’s “forceful personality,” an 
essential asset for any great editor, also made him “rather eccentric” and “used 
to having his own way.”144 
After Wallace Carroll left, Ascoli was once again on the lookout for a 
second-in-command, who could take care of the day-to-day management of the 
magazine. On the one hand, Ascoli was looking for someone who could make 
his own work as editor and publisher easier, on the other hand, his forceful 
personality made it impossible for him to give up too much of his authority. The 
second-in-command would, obviously, have to be a very able editor and 
manager, but he would also have to be willing to play second fiddle. In his letter 
of resignation Wallace Carroll had expressed his doubts about Ascoli’s ability 
to share his authority and responsibilities with a second-in-command in a 
workable fashion: 
The very essence of our plan at the start was an independent 
editorship. You accepted this proposal and agreed to give the 
editor – whoever he might be – full powers to produce a magazine 
within the policy lines laid down by you. Now you have decided 
that you yourself will be the editor. Again, I understand your 
motives and I am glad that you will give all of your prodigious 
talents to the magazine. But, as I have said before, I wonder 
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whether you do not underestimate the size of the job which you are 
undertaking. It seems clear to me that you need a deputy who is 
not a ‘neb’ but a tough, resourceful journalist with all the 
professional experience which the job requires. And it also seems 
that this deputy will need broad powers – broader powers than you 
have been willing to delegate in the past, notably the power to hire 
and fire. Unless you are willing to delegate such powers, I fear that 
you will never enlist the man you need.145 
The search for a second-in-command who could meet Ascoli’s high standards 
would continue throughout The Reporter’s existence. The discrepancy between 
the absolute necessity to delegate, and Ascoli’s inability to let go and rely on his 
editorial staff led to agitation among the staff and eventually became one of the 
causes which led to the decision to fold the magazine in 1968.  
A Journalistic Experiment 
On December 10, 1948, the Reporter trial-staff moved into a new office in New 
York, on the 24th floor of the Daily News Building on East 42nd Street in the 
center of Manhattan. From that point on, Max Ascoli would be editor and 
publisher. The magazine was now ready for its final pre-publication sprint. The 
first issue was to be on the stands at the beginning of April, which meant that 
definitive decisions had to be made regarding lay-out, artwork, typography, 
content, and editorial routine. A final-version dummy was to go to the printer on 
February 18th.146 
Richard Callanan, the former foreign circulation manager of Time and 
Life, would be general manager.  Managing editor would be Johnny White, who 
had extensive experience as former special adviser to the head of OWI, former 
chief of the News and Features Bureau of OWI, former editor of the editorial 
pages of the Chicago Sun, and a former national affairs editor of Newsweek. In 
addition, the staff consisted of four full-time staff writers: Lewis Galantière, 
Gouverneur Paulding, William Harlan Hale, and Ned Kenworthy; two copy 
editors: Robert Gerdy and Lillian Smith, production manager Anthony Ballo, 
librarian Ruth Ames, a copy-boy researcher, three secretaries, and six 
researcher-writers: Madge Brown, Douglass Cater, Robert Bingham, Susanne 
Hammond Dreyer, Miriam Wilson, and Jeanne Lowe.147 
The Washington office was turned into a Washington bureau and David 
Wills, Washington correspondent of the Financial Times and a former editorial 
writer for The Economist, both British publications based in London, was 
appointed chief of this Washington bureau. The bureau would further be staffed 
by Ned Kenworthy, Madge Brown and a secretary.148 Not everyone approved of 
Wills’ appointment. Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., wrote to Ascoli at once to express 
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his concern. Wills, Schlesinger, Jr., remarked, was “a rather seedy Englishman, 
who has been hanging around Washington for some years supporting himself by 
doing odd jobs on the radio and as correspondent for British magazines. He is 
not a person who commands broad respect in Washington. I cannot imagine any 
top-flight writer working for a bureau headed by Wills; nor do I feel that his 
appearance as the Washington incarnation of the magazine will enable us to 
strike at the level of official Washington that we have always had in mind.” In 
addition to the question of personality and credibility, the Wills appointment 
raised another, even more important question in Schlesinger, Jr.’s mind:  
I hope you will not think that I am going nationalist on you, but the 
pattern of appointments from the point of view of running a 
magazine in America is a bit weighted on the non-American side. 
Wills is an Englishman, Galantière has spent most of his life in 
France, you are an ex-Italian.... The magazine badly needs a 
couple of people of equal emotional velocity, but whose 
experience and viewpoint are primarily American. To make an 
Englishman head of the Washington bureau, on top of other 
personnel choices, and unless the Englishman has exceptional 
qualifications, seems to me disastrous. For another thing, it might 
be harder to get cooperation from our own government officials if 
the magazine appears to be staffed largely by foreigners.149 
Throughout its existence The Reporter would remain staffed by Americans with 
a thoroughly international background, a circumstance which, instead of 
limiting the magazine’s vision of events in Washington, DC, broadened it and 
provided The Reporter with a predominant focus on international affairs 
uncharacteristic of any previous American magazine. In February 1950 Max 
Ascoli replaced Wills with Douglass Cater, who was by no means more 
experienced, but would eventually become one of Washington, DC’s most 
influential journalists and, consequently, one of The Reporter’s most valuable 
assets. 
With two writers, one researcher-writer, and one secretary, the 
Washington bureau was not expected to cover every development in 
Washington, DC, but was responsible for keeping track of important 
developments in Congress, the State Department, the Defense Department and 
the foreign embassies in Washington, DC.150 In addition to functioning as 
liaisons with government officials, the Washington staff was responsible for 
gathering story ideas, writers, and information which could be used in stories 
written by both the Washington and the New York staff.151 
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After the move to New York Max Ascoli initiated weekly Friday night 
meetings to discuss the magazine’s policy on the issues of the week with the 
senior staff and advisers. The first of these Friday night meetings took place 
around Max Ascoli’s bed. Ascoli’s health had been a problem ever since he 
broke his hip in April 1948.152 This accident had been inconvenient – not to 
mention painful – at the time. Ascoli had been unable to visit the office in 
Washington, DC, for some time.153 Unfortunately, however, the hip had not 
been set properly. In November Ascoli’s limping was getting worse and his leg 
was giving him “almost constant pain.”154 He was confined to a wheelchair for 
several months. This meant that he was unable to work at the new office and 
that staff and editorial meetings took place at his home, and on especially bad 
days, around his bed.155 The division of editorial tasks was complicated by 
Ascoli’s absence from the office. Ascoli’s problems with his health reached 
their peak at the worst possible time: four days before the first issue was to go 
to the printer. As Ascoli related to his friend and adviser Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., 
shortly after the publication of the first issue, he had, during those four days, 
had serious doubts about the feasibility of the whole project: 
You have no idea, Arthur, of the conditions under which I gave the 
final nod to the launching. I had worked like a dog on this thing, 
on all possible fronts from layout and format to editorial content – 
even down to the level of actual copy-editing. And then, four days 
before the first issue was locked up, I started getting fierce pains in 
my busted hip. I did what I could to finish up the work, then I went 
to see my orthopedic specialist who told me that I needed a new 
operation. When I returned from the doctor’s I found our Dick 
Callanan waiting for me, happily brandishing the first copies of 
No.1. I still had two days left if I wanted to stop the mailing, the 
advertising, etc., and postpone the publication till the fall. I spent 
most of those two days reading the magazine with fresh eyes, and 
itemizing most of its bugs. It was a terrible temptation. My 
hospitalization will last for about two months. Of these two 
months only two weeks will be of fairly complete frustration; then, 
according to the doctor, I can start seeing people, reading copy, 
etc. 
Should I have decided for postponement then? After mature 
deliberation I decided to go ahead. I don’t think the project could 
survive a five or six months’ delay. Whatever it may be worth, I 
now have a staff with a fairly high degree of morale. 
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Postponement would have been an irreparable blow from every 
viewpoint, and so I decided on the launching.156 
Ascoli eventually entered the hospital two weeks after the publication of the 
first issue, leaving the magazine in the hands of his editorial staff and his 
advisers. To Wallace Carroll he wrote: “This is new evidence that the goddamn 
magazine is jinxed. For the first and only time I congratulate you for being out 
of it.”157 The hospital was right across the street from The Reporter’s offices, 
and Ascoli harassed his staff about every single detail of the magazine on a 
daily basis, but this development nonetheless made havoc of the careful 
planning which had preceded publication. Still unable to find a suitable second-
in-command, Ascoli carried the magazine largely by himself. 
The First Issue 
Initially, The Reporter’s promotion department planned to announce the 
publication of this new magazine through ads in newspapers, radio plugs, and a 
direct mail campaign to solicit pre-publication subscriptions. The editors 
decided, however, that the first issue was the magazine’s most effective piece of 
promotion. “We could have followed the usual method of selling a new 
magazine sight unseen. We want to sell a magazine that exists. It may be a 
harder process, but it is an honest process and we think that it will be our best 
guarantee of success, for the American readers have become allergic to generic 
promises and glamorous pre-publication description.”158 In a policy meeting in 
February 1949 Max Ascoli put it as follows: “In our magazine the editorial staff 
is the promotion department ... the major responsibility is on the makers and not 
on the sellers of the product.”159 
It was decided to send the issue, accompanied by a prospectus, to 
100,000 people who might be interested. In addition, 50,000 copies were 
distributed to newsstands in New York, Washington, DC, and such academic 
communities as Cambridge, Massachusetts, Ann Arbor, Michigan, and South 
Bend, Illinois.160 Thirty percent (15,000 copies) of these newsstand issues were 
actually sold. On subsequent issues the sales dropped to twelve or fifteen 
percent (between 6,000 and 7,725 copies). At the time of publication of the first 
issue, The Reporter had 295 paid subscribers. During the first year of 
publication the number of subscribers rose steadily to 8,500 while distribution 
to newsstands was reduced to 25,000 copies.161 
The Reporter’s prospectus explained why the magazine was being 
published: 
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We are publishing The Reporter because we think there is room 
in the United States for a type of reporting free from obsession 
with headline ‘news’ and from the conceit of ‘opinions.’ We 
believe that the national and international facts which affect the 
lives of the American people can be gathered, selected, and 
interpreted with a sense of their causes, inter-relation, and possible 
outcome. We believe that they can be reported in the perspective 
of what they mean to the American people and what the American 
people can do about them.162 
The prospectus also listed four basic beliefs that would guide The Reporter’s 
general approach to the issues of the day: 
 
In freedom, which means the capacity that men have of exerting 
some control over the conditions of their own lives, a capacity that 
cannot be denied or crippled without making men into the tools of 
their own destruction. 
In America, as a nation whose freedom and well-being are 
inseparably tied to the freedom and well-being of other nations. 
In the function and responsibilities of journalism – provided it 
meets exact and exacting standards. 
And finally, in the I.Q. of the American reader, whose capacity to 
grasp facts and ideas is crudely underrated by most of the existing 
media of information.163 
 
The contents of the first issue reflected the prospectus perfectly; demonstrating 
to the reader “how and to what extent policy decisions in this country affect the 
world, and how and to what extent the events in other countries affect us.”164 
The Reporter’s first issue contained an editorial and a number of articles 
grouped around the theme of President Truman’s proposed Point Four Program. 
In his inaugural address on January 20, 1949, Truman had explained the major 
components of his foreign policy. He advocated supporting the United Nations, 
the Marshall Plan, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), and, as 
point four, a “bold new program” which, following the example of Lend-Lease 
and the Marshall Plan, would make the benefits of American scientific advances 
and industrial progress available to the under-developed areas of the world. This 
program, which became known simply as Point Four, would help “the free 
peoples of the world, through their own efforts, to produce more food, more 
clothing, more materials for housing and more mechanical power to lighten 
their burdens.” The underlying idea was that economic stability could check 
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Communism and that this program would win the United States friends in the 
decolonized countries of the Middle East, Africa, Asia, and Latin America.165 
This first issue set the pace for the years to come. All the important 
recurrent themes were there; the struggle with international Communism, 
American responsibility to the rest of the world, the intermingling of foreign 
and domestic affairs, and the defense of freedom and civil liberties. Point Four 
formed an especially appropriate theme for this first issue since Max Ascoli 
himself had set up a similar program for aid to Italy at the end of the war. This 
private Marshall Plan avant-la-lettre had been aimed at aiding Italian artisans in 
producing and promoting handicrafts for sale in the United States, by providing 
them with tools, materials, and technical advice. As Ascoli explained in an 
article in the New York Times, the export of Italian handicrafts to the United 
States “could make an important contribution to the exchange situation by 
providing American dollars to buy the essential products needed by Italy for 
reconstruction.” Ascoli stressed that “the program was not one of relief, but of 
rehabilitation.” The aid came in the form of a loan, not as a gift.166 
Because it underlined that the United States’ newly acquired power 
brought with it certain responsibilities, Truman’s program was grist to The 
Reporter’s mill. In his editorial, Ascoli argued that in addition to carrying out 
these responsibilities Point Four would give the United States the opportunity to 
disprove the “dogmatic communist belief in capitalism’s inevitable doom.” In 
other words, “Point Four gives us a chance to give the total lie to Communism.” 
Unlike the Soviet Union, the United States did not have ulterior motives in 
helping the destitute nations of the world, or at least did not plan to rebuild them 
in its own image. It may be argued that “giving the total lie to Communism” 
and proving to the world that capitalism could work is an ulterior motive in 
itself, but Ascoli felt that Point Four would “by-pass colonialism and 
imperialism in opening up new territories to economic development.” Ascoli 
also believed that it was payback time, referring to the United States’ 
background as a nation of immigrants: “For more than five hundred years, a sort 
of lend-lease program has been in operation, with the free gift to this country of 
all the skills civilization has developed since it started.” Ascoli himself was one 
of those who came to America with nothing but his skills and know-how and he 
clearly felt that he had a great deal to be thankful for.167 The accompanying 
articles dealt with the practical implementation of the program and the effect it 
might have on the everyday lives of the people living in the various countries at 
which it was directed; the UN’s involvement in the program; and specific 
examples of US companies investing money in developing countries. 
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The choice of this particular theme for the magazine’s first issue is 
remarkable. At a time when other journals still focused primarily on US 
relations with Europe, The Reporter explicitly focused attention on the United 
States’ global responsibilities. This immediately set The Reporter apart from 
existing journals covering international affairs. It was, in fact, the first magazine 
to draw attention to Point Four. Although UN World also published an article on 
this topic in May 1949 and the New Republic followed suit in July of that year, 
no other magazine devoted an entire issue to Truman’s proposal. It can be 
argued that in this first issue the fact that The Reporter had been created 
explicitly for the promotion of specific causes and government initiatives was, 
perhaps, a bit too obvious, giving it the appearance of a pamphlet, rather than an 
independent medium devoted to “facts and ideas.” 
The magazine’s lay-out was simple, with three columns of text on every 
page, enlivened by cartoons and drawings in black-and-white. Even though this 
general set-up would remain the same throughout The Reporter’s history, the 
first issue contained certain elements which did not last. 
The cover, for example, was rather indistinctive, consisting of a cartoon 
depicting a huge French freighter being unshipped in the New York harbor. The 
magazine’s title and subtitle – The Reporter: A Fortnightly of Facts and Ideas – 
was the only text on the black and red background. The red on the cover was the 
only color used in the issue. In later issues, announcements of the lead articles 
were added. In 1953 it was decided to abandon purely topical covers – 
consisting of a drawing tied to the lead article – and The Reporter started 
reproducing full-color paintings on its cover. Some of these were done by 
established artists and some by unknown artists.168 Reg Massie, The Reporter’s 
Art Director from May 1950 till the final issue in 1968, painted many Reporter 
covers, which were very popular with the readers.169 These colorful covers truly 
set The Reporter apart from the austerity of other political or opinion magazines 
and won the magazine several prizes from the Society of Illustrators and the 
International Federation of the Periodical Press.170 
In the early years, black-and-white photographs accompanied the 
cartoons and drawings. Photographs linked to the issue’s theme were almost 
always included on the insides of the front and back cover,171 and sometimes 
photographs were used to illustrate an article devoted to a particular person. 
Eventually though, photographs were replaced completely by cartoons and 
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drawings. The editors felt that “photographs are the equivalent of a direct 
transcript of events; as such, they belong in a newspaper or a news magazine, 
not in a journal of facts and ideas.”172 
The most important difference between this first issue and later issues 
of the magazine, however, was the practice of not printing any by-lines 
identifying the author of an article, except for distinguished outside 
contributors. The original intent, with the London Economist as a major 
example, had been to create a cohesive Reporter approach, viewpoint and style 
which would manifest itself in all staff-written articles. Working shoulder to 
shoulder and editing one another’s copy, articles would not be written by a 
specific staff-member, but by the Reporter staff as a whole, as a team. “A piece 
will never be signed simply because a writer has a name. A signature will be 
used only when it provides something that cannot be supplied in any other way 
– credibility.”173 Max Ascoli felt that the copy itself, not the name 
accompanying it, was to make an impression on the readers. 
During the magazine’s prototype period, William Harlan Hale – a writer 
on The Reporter’s trial staff – was an especially fervent advocate of a no by-line 
policy. He argued that American readers, in contrast to the British readers of the 
London Economist, were accustomed to anonymity in newspaper editorials, 
wire-service copy and staff-written news magazines, but not in magazine 
articles. Therefore, according to Hale, this method should not be used 
indiscriminately, but only if it conveyed a message about the content of the 
article concerned. 
The absence of a by-line on an article should tell the reader that 
here is something which represents the collective judgement of the 
editors on a topic of major interest and that the magazine stands 
100% behind every word of it. The device of anonymity should 
therefore not be used indiscriminately or universally but should be 
reserved for those articles about which the magazine feels most 
strongly. It should be a means of emphasis.... A signature on an 
article should have an equally distinct meaning – namely that here 
is material illuminated and presented in an individual way by a 
writer especially qualified to do so. The magazine does not 
necessarily stand behind every word of it 100% as voicing its 
collective judgment by publishing it under the author’s name the 
magazine simply recommends the article as a stimulating and 
worthwhile contribution.174 
The only articles with by-lines in the first issue were a historical sketch of 
Quincy, hometown of Presidents John and John Quincy Adams by literary critic 
Alfred Kazin, an evaluation of the Fair Deal by August Heckscher, an editorial 
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writer for the New York Herald Tribune who would later become a Wilson 
biographer, an analysis entitled “The Meaning of de Gaulle” by “a European 
correspondent” in Paris, and a comparison by historian Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., 
of the Presidents Truman and Polk, and their coming to terms with history they 
themselves did not create – an example of his cyclic view of history. Together 
with an article about an Iowa farmer, an article about American defense 
spending and a book review, these articles made up the back-of-the-book, the 
non-thematic section of the magazine. 
The only piece in this first issue which came close to a collective and 
distinguishing Reporter style was “To Man’s Measure,” a sort of mid-magazine 
editorial dividing the thematic from the non-thematic articles. In each issue “To 
Man’s Measure” – in contrast to the editorial in the front-of-the-book – focused 
not on the big issues at hand, but on the effect these issues had on individual 
human beings, thus reflecting the Greek philosopher Protagoras’ assertion that 
“Man is the measure of all things.”175 In the first edition of “To Man’s Measure” 
aid to Europe was discussed on the personal level of individual initiatives 
undertaken by Americans to provide deprived Europeans with food and 
supplies. The article states that “as a result of the clothes, the food, the money 
that individual Americans sent to individual Europeans, there may be a new 
degree of understanding, better than that provided by governmental action, or 
by the movies or even by Mr. Steinbeck’s novels. It is very easy and 
dangerous,” the article continues, “to exaggerate this relationship. Making much 
of words like ‘gratitude’ or speculating on political effects (anti-Communism, 
Atlantic Pact, and so on) will surely not strengthen it. All that can be said is that 
a connection has been made with Europeans that was not there before.”176 This 
relationship between Americans and the inhabitants of other nations, and more 
specifically the way Americans viewed those inhabitants of other nations and 
the way they in return viewed Americans, would form a recurrent theme in the 
magazine. 
The omission of by-lines was one of the aspects of the magazine most 
criticized by its readers. It was not so much the anonymity as such to which 
they objected; they simply felt that if anonymity “were to be pursued as a policy 
all the articles should be cast in a common mold and give the impression of 
voicing the collective judgment of a group rather than that of different 
individuals.” These readers obviously felt The Reporter had not achieved this 
goal.  
Within a few months after publication of the first issue the no by-line 
policy was dropped. On August 30, 1949, the editors wrote: “In this issue, we 
yield to your increasing protest against anonymity: From now on, the staff-
written articles will be signed with the writer’s initials.... Occasionally, 
however,” the editors added, “a staff-written article is the result of such 
combined editorial discussion, research, and writing that it is impossible to 
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credit it to any individual. Such articles will remain unsigned.”177 Starting in 
January 1950, all articles – both those written by staff-members and those 
written by outside contributors – would be signed with the writer’s full name. 
The initial goal of establishing a magazine without by-lines provides an 
interesting insight into the ins and outs of The Reporter’s editorial management, 
and a glimpse of what was in store. It was clear from the start that the beliefs 
voiced by The Reporter’s cohesive style would be Max Ascoli’s. A magazine 
without by-lines, without individual writers expressing their individual 
opinions, truly made The Reporter Max Ascoli’s magazine. No matter how 
loudly Max Ascoli shouted “For God’s sake, don’t call it your magazine – it’s 
ours!,”178 the senior staff agreed from the start that “the idea for a magazine 
comes from its editor, and the way it carries out the idea that is its excuse for 
existing depends on the ‘vision’ ... of the man who runs it.”179 
Eventually, “To Man’s Measure” became a regular column, written by 
only one staff-member, Gouverneur Paulding, and was moved to the back-of-
the-book. In January 1950 a new feature, “The Reporter’s Notes,” became The 
Reporter’s collective voice. This section – which remained intact until the 
folding of the magazine in 1968 – became a very important part of the 
magazine. Being the only section telexed directly to Dayton, Ohio, where The 
Reporter was printed, made it the most up-to-date section of the magazine. It 
sometimes happened that a first reaction to an important occurrence, John F. 
Kennedy’s inaugural speech for example, was published in this section of the 
magazine because there had not been enough time to write a complete article or 
editorial. “The Reporter’s Notes” were an important feature in another respect 
as well. From January 1950 on they formed the first piece of text readers of The 
Reporter encountered as they opened the magazine. Most pieces in the “Notes” 
were real opinion pieces – discussing and criticizing American policy and 
events of the day – but without a by-line. Therefore these pieces expressed the 
opinions of the magazine as an entity, instead of those of an individual writer. 
Reception of the First Issue 
Readers’ reactions to the first issue were mostly favorable, if laced with 
somewhat of a wait-and-see attitude. The general purport of both favorable and 
unfavorable feedback was that the magazine was a bit too “dry, dull, 
monotonous, [and] wordy.”180 One reader wrote: “The attempt to be completely 
unbiased and express ‘ideas’ without ‘opinions’ seems to have led to this 
dryness. Facts can be divorced from opinions – but ideas (any writer’s ideas 
about the facts) are opinions. Why not frankly give them as opinions?”181 
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Readers complained that the magazine’s language was too vague, too high-
sounding, and not factual enough. One particularly critical reader referred to it 
as “condescending pretentious lib-lab gabbledygook.”182 Another complaint was 
that the magazine expected too much background knowledge of its readers. 
For the most part, however, reactions to the first issue were 
encouraging. In regard to the question whether there was a need for such a 
magazine, one reader wrote: “The need exists very definitely. I thought I was 
well informed by Newsweek, Time, etc. The Reporter made me realize how 
lightly the other publications touch the surface.”183 Another reader, a member of 
the Committee for the International Trade Organization, wrote: “I saw the first 
issue of The Reporter at a friend’s house last evening. I picked it up to leaf 
through it and found myself reading it, article by article. Whether it is the type, 
or the layout, or the style, or the approach, or the subject matter, or a 
combination of all of these – it is a damned interesting and readable 
magazine.”184 
Ascoli’s good friend Nelson Rockefeller – governor of New York at the 
time and one of the big names to receive a complimentary copy of the first issue 
– wrote Max Ascoli: “I read your magazine and was crazy about it.… Would 
you … be good enough to autograph a copy for me as a memento of what 
promises to be, in my opinion, a truly great contribution to current thinking 
during these difficult and important times.”185 
Eric Sevareid – one of the advisers who had been involved with the 
magazine from its inception – sent congratulations, but also warned that the first 
issue lacked “bite.” The writing, he felt, was too stand-offish and measured, and 
the theme-articles dragged on for too many pages, bogging the magazine 
down.186 Ascoli quite agreed and responded: “Of course a first issue is likely to 
be marred by selfconsciousness in almost every one of its pages. But that kind 
of bite or punch you want is exactly what I want.... I simply haven’t got enough 
good writers – with the exception of two, or three at the most.... More than half 
of the staff is expendable – I mean particularly the New York staff. But I 
wanted to get out of the vicious circle: I couldn’t have good writers because I 
had no magazine and I could have no magazine because I had no good writers. 
So I decided to bring out something decent enough to convince people that I 
was in earnest.”187 
In the press the reactions to The Reporter’s inception were moderately 
favorable. Newsweek, for example, wrote: “In general tone The Reporter ... 
sounded very serious, earnestly world-conscious, and quite like the newest 
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incarnation of Fortune, which comes out half as often and costs four times as 
much.” However, America’s second-largest newsmagazine added, “impartial 
readers might wonder if Ascoli had not drawn a rather fine distinction between 
‘facts and ideas’ and ‘news and opinion.’”188 
Clearly, The Reporter had not yet found its final form. It would be some 
time before the magazine became the influential agenda-setter Ascoli had 
envisioned, but after an exceptionally long preparatory phase, the first issue had 
finally been published. 
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 Chapter 2 – Format & Editorial Staff 
This chapter focuses on some of The Reporter’s format and editorial staff, in the 
process revealing some of the magazine’s organizational and ideological 
limitations that were apparent from the start and would ultimately play an 
important role in the magazine’s demise. The first part of this chapter focuses 
on the search for a definitive format and the introduction of a cultural section – 
entitled “Views and Reviews” – to enliven The Reporter’s contents and widen 
its readership. Culture always remained subservient to politics in The Reporter’s 
pages and the impact and influence of the “Views and Reviews” section was 
never as extensive as that of the more explicitly political front of the book, but it 
did publish many prominent writers and literary and cultural critics and was 
greatly appreciated by the magazine’s readers. The first part of this chapter 
relates the “Views and Reviews” section to The Reporter’s political and 
ideological background, highlighting some of its main themes and prominent 
contributors. The second part of this chapter explores the division of tasks 
among The Reporter’s editors, Max Ascoli’s relationship with his staff, and his 
search for a second-in-command. This examination of the magazine’s internal 
dynamic provides valuable insight into the balance of power at The Reporter’s 
head office and the challenges and complications the magazine faced 
throughout its existence. The final part of this chapter focuses on the role of 
women on The Reporter staff, highlighting in particular the contributions made 
by Marya Mannes and Meg Greenfield. 
Finding a Format 
The Reporter’s first year was its public try-out period. To get an idea of the 
composition of its audience and its preferences as far as the content and format 
of the magazine were concerned The Reporter sent along questionnaires with 
the first five issues. These questionnaires included such questions as: “Do you 
feel that this magazine fills a need?” “Do you feel this issue comes close to 
fulfilling our purpose as outlined in our statement of policy?” and “Are the 
articles written in a readable style?”1 The Reporter was a magazine in the 
making and although their influence was marginal, the readers were encouraged 
to make suggestions. 
The magazine’s early issues included a section entitled “The Reader 
Reports” which stood apart from the conventional letters-to-the-editor section. 
                                                     
1 As we have seen in Chapter 1 (Origins & Founding), reactions to these questionnaires were 
mostly encouraging. There was some discussion about the magazine’s impartial style, which 
some readers characterized as “dry,” “dull,” “monotonous,” and “wordy” – tellingly, this type of 
criticism appeared in both favorable and unfavorable reactions. On the whole, however, readers 
appreciated The Reporter. They felt that the magazine filled a definite need and that its 
shortcomings could be resolved. “Questionnaire Returns – April 27, 1949,” memorandum, 27 
April 1949, box 4, folder 12, MAC; Mary Young, “Questionnaire Returns – April 28, 1949,” 
memorandum, 28 April 1949, box 4, folder 12, MAC. 
Part I – The Reporter – A Journalistic Enterprise 
 
70 
The editors introduced it as follows: “The Reporter believes that the American 
citizen must be treated as an adult, as a deliberate maker of news, not as a 
dumping ground for news. Accordingly, we are going to open our columns to 
those readers who will write to us about the public questions that we raise in 
each issue. We will pay for the best of these letters.”2 The first question featured 
in this section dealt with one of the magazine’s most important recurrent 
themes: “What do you think can be done to improve the American public’s 
knowledge of foreign affairs?” Subsequent questions – such as “How would 
you present the case for democracy to people who have been brought up under 
totalitarianism?” “What are some of the problems in your community or region 
of which the nation is not aware?” “Does the consumer benefit from 
government aid to farmers?” “To what extent do you think our foreign policy 
has been affected by the Russian achievement of the atomic bomb?” and “What 
do you consider the greatest threat to our political freedom today?” – provided 
The Reporter’s readers with an opportunity to vent their individual opinions 
and, more importantly, gave the editors a sense of the magazine’s readership. 
In these early issues the editors frequently addressed the readers directly 
in a short note, reporting on the development, the aims, and the goals of the 
magazine. As The Reporter found its niche and assembled a steady and 
approving audience, this interaction subsided, until eventually nothing but the 
letters-to-the-editor columns remained. In November 1949 the short notes in 
which readers were kept abreast of developments in The Reporter’s format were 
reduced to a list of outside contributors to the current issue. In January 1950 the 
magazine’s most interactive feature, “The Reader Reports,” was discontinued. 
Even though readers’ reactions were still valued – the letters to the editor 
section was given a more prominent position in the front of the book – The 
Reporter’s style, format, and content had reached a definitive form which could 
no longer be changed by its readers, only by its editors. 
At various times during the magazine’s history The Reporter’s editors 
examined the possibility of expanding the magazine with sections that might 
appeal to a particular audience. In early 1950, for example, they discussed the 
possibility of adding a special “Business and Economy” section to increase The 
Reporter’s appeal to businessmen and to publish a special series entitled “My 
Home Town” to appeal to what was referred to as “subway readers.” These two 
suggestions were not implemented, but in March of that year the “Views and 
Reviews” section was added to enliven the magazine with cultural and literary 
coverage.3 Until that time, every issue of The Reporter had been devoted to a 
specific theme. The editors preferred this approach to a division of the magazine 
into rigid departments: “We think thematic treatment leads to greater 
thoroughness in dealing with any given subject. ... We think that, by and large, 
                                                     
2 Each contributor whose letter was printed was paid $25. “To Our Readers,” The Reporter 1, no. 
2 (May 10, 1949), 36; “Dear Reader,” The Reporter 1, no. 6 (July 5, 1949), 40. 
3 “Notes on Story Conference January 31, 1950,” memorandum, 31 January 1950, box 3, folder 2, 
MAC. 
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American readers are tired of being told a little bit about everything.”4 In 
addition to the themed section in the front, the back of the book included book 
reviews as well as a number of articles on topics unrelated to the issue’s theme. 
The division of themed and non-themed articles was roughly fifty-fifty. Ascoli 
explained the division as follows in July 1949: 
The stories in the back-of-the-book should a) somehow 
compensate for the singleness of orientation which is an inevitable 
characteristic of the front-of-the-book; b) should keep alive some 
of the problems and ideas that have been raised in the thematic or 
front-of-the-book part of previous issues. We should carefully 
keep some of these ideas alive and remind our readers of them. 
The secret of journalism is insistence without monotony.5 
After 1950 this specific focus diminished gradually until the remaining theme 
section included only three or four articles an issue. As it turned out, the ideal of 
structure without visible departments was not a very practical idea and from 
March 1950 on The Reporter was divided into four distinct sections: The 
“Reporter’s Notes,” a section of very short opinion articles on the issues of the 
day; the theme section, including three or four substantial articles focusing on 
different aspects of one specific topic; “At Home and Abroad,” a section with 
articles on topics other than the main theme of the issue; and “Views and 
Reviews,” a section of book reviews and cultural articles. This division would 
remain broadly the same throughout the magazine’s existence. 
Views & Reviews 
During its first year The Reporter was a very solemn affair. Due to the gravity 
of the times and the imposing ideals and principles that underlay its founding, 
the magazine consisted primarily of articles dealing with domestic politics and 
foreign affairs. Cultural affairs – literature, the arts, music, film, and television – 
received little or no attention. Occasionally The Reporter would publish an 
article dealing with a social or cultural topic but only if relevant to a political 
theme. The Reporter’s August 16, 1949 issue, for example, focused on “The 
Soviet Man” and included articles on Soviet schooling, the postwar mood in 
Russia, and an article on Sergei Prokofiev – composer of “Peter and the Wolf” – 
and his difficulties with critics in the Communist Party.6 The issue also included 
                                                     
4 “Dear Reader,” The Reporter 1, no. 3 (May 24, 1949), 1. During its first year, The Reporter’s 
themes included: “The Cold War,” “The West Coast,” “Labor,” “Agriculture,” “The United 
Kingdom,” “The Soviet Man,” “The Strain on Our Liberties,” “Politics vs. the People,” “The New 
Germany,” “The American Businessman,” “The UN,” “Red China,” “The Soviet Satellites,” “The 
US Press,” “Dictatorship in the Americas,” “Big Government,” “The South,” and “The Negro 
Citizen.” 
5 MA to The Staff, memorandum (cc), 1 July 1949, box 1, folder 2, MAC. 
6 George Fischer, “My Soviet School Days,” The Reporter 1, no. 9 (August 16, 1949), 4-6; Isaac 
Deutscher, “Russia: Postwar Moods,” The Reporter 1, no. 9 (August 16, 1949), 7-9; Nicholas 
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a poem by Nikolay Zabolotzky, a Russian poet never before published in the 
United States, which depicted life in a Siberian labor-camp where Zabolotzky 
spent ten years after the Stalinist purges of the 1930s.7  
In early 1950 the editors decided that The Reporter could use “a little 
leavening,”8 and created a separate cultural section with Gouverneur Paulding 
and Robert Bingham in charge. After such suggestions as “The Critics,” “The 
Back of the Book,” “Communicative Arts,” and “Sight and Sound” had been 
discarded, the new section was named “Views and Reviews” and first appeared 
in the March 26, 1950 issue of The Reporter.9 The addition of this new section 
was quite a revolution for The Reporter. The “Views and Reviews” section 
enlivened the magazine not only in subject matter, but in the length and pace of 
its articles as well. While the articles in the front of the book were usually long 
and dense, the back of the book included short book notes and one-page reviews 
of movies and plays, as well as longer review essays. Between 1950 and 1955 
the “Views and Reviews” section expanded to one-third of the magazine. The 
range of topics it covered was diverse. In addition to reviews of novels, plays, 
and classical music, it also included short stories, travel writing, comments on 
television, and articles on jazz. 
Although The Reporter published articles on a diverse array of cultural 
phenomena, it remained first-and-foremost a political magazine. Unlike 
magazines such as The New Yorker, The Atlantic, and Harper’s, The Reporter 
was primarily concerned with the broader political and social implications of 
cultural affairs. The “Views and Reviews” section did provide The Reporter 
with a little leavening, but the magazine’s serious political reportage always 
overshadowed it by far. And although the magazine’s cultural coverage closely 
resembled that of the traditional journals of opinion – The Nation and The New 
Republic – the respective subtitles articulate and confirm the difference in 
emphasis; whereas The Reporter was promoted as a “magazine of facts and 
ideas,” The New Republic presented itself as “a journal of politics and the arts,” 
and The Nation went by the subtitle “a weekly journal devoted to politics, 
literature, science and art.” As subsequent chapters will demonstrate, 
McCarthyism, civil rights, and Cold War ideology formed important themes in 
the “Views and Reviews” section. As we will see in Chapter 9 (Propaganda, 
Policy, and Covert Operations), The Reporter played an active role in what is 
known as the cultural Cold War, the ideological efforts to convince European 
intellectuals that the United States were committed to cultural and intellectual 
freedom. 
                                                                                                                                  
Nabokov, “Ordeal of a ‘Cosmopolitan’ Composer,” The Reporter 1, no. 9 (August 16, 1949), 17-
19. 
7 Gouverneur Paulding, “To Man’s Measure,” The Reporter 1, no. 9 (August 16, 1949), 20-21. 
8 Robert Bingham, interview with Martin K. Doudna, 8 January, 1971, box 214, MAC. 
9 The Cultural Team (Paulding & Bingham) to MA and Philip Horton, memorandum (cc), 26 
January, 1950, box 86, folder 14, MAC. 
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Literary and Cultural Critics 
As part of their 1971 study of the American intellectual elite Charles Kadushin, 
Julie Hover, and Monique Tichy asked a group of 147 leading American 
intellectuals to name those journals which in their opinion were most influential 
among the intellectual elite. Of the intellectuals who cited The Reporter as 
influential, 81.3 percent felt that it was influential on policy issues, while only 
6.3 percent cited it as influential in regard to literature. Of the thirty-six journals 
mentioned most frequently, The Reporter ranked eighteenth when it came to the 
total number of times it was selected, below such journals as the New York 
Review of Books, The New Republic, Commentary, The New Yorker, Harper’s, 
The Nation, The Atlantic, Newsweek and Time, but above The Village Voice, 
Commonweal, and U.S. News and World Report.10 This outcome is not 
surprising, since the survey was conducted in 1968, a time when most liberal 
intellectuals had turned away from The Reporter, which no longer reflected 
their views on the war in Vietnam.11 
Clearly, The Reporter was first and foremost a political magazine, but it 
did acquire a reputation for its book reviews and short fiction. When the 
magazine folded in 1968, Frank L. Hoskins, Jr., editor of Studies in Short 
Fiction wrote Max Ascoli: “One of the many virtues of The Reporter … has 
been its short stories, most of which have been highly respectable and some of 
which have been masterpieces. Is there any chance of your story editor’s 
choosing the crème and then someone’s publishing this selection? I am sure that 
such a collection would find a prominent place on my fiction shelf.”12 In 1964 
Gary Smart asked American book publishers to compile a list of ten magazines 
whose book reviews, in their opinion, most influenced the book-reading public. 
The Reporter ranked seventh on this list, behind Time, The New Yorker, the 
Saturday Review, Harper’s, The Atlantic, and Newsweek, but before The 
Nation, The New Republic, and Esquire. None of these magazines were read for 
their book reviews alone: “All ten appeal to a general though more highly 
literate audience, and the over-all influence of these magazines in their chosen 
fields carries over to the book section.”13 Clearly, the “Views and Reviews” 
section fulfilled an important, if secondary, function.  It seems unlikely that the 
magazine could have reached as broad a public as it did without this cultural 
section, although there are no reader surveys available to verify this assumption. 
                                                     
10 Charles Kadushin, Julie Hover, and Monique Tichy, “How and Where to Find Intellectual Elite 
in the United States,” Public Opinion Quarterly 35, no. 1 (Spring 1971), 1-18. 
11 Unfortunately, there are no earlier studies to provide insight into The Reporter’s status during 
the 1950s and early 1960s. Kadushin’s other studies were all published during the 1970s and do 
not include data on The Reporter at all. 
12 Frank L. Hoskins, Jr., to MA, TLS, 22 April 1968, box 161, folder 6, MAC. No collection of 
short stories was ever published, but a number of articles from “Views and Reviews” section were 
included in the Reporter anthologies The Reporter Reader (1956) and Our Times: The Best from 
The Reporter (1960). 
13 Gary H. Smart, “Book Reviewing in American Magazines,” Journalism Quarterly, 41 (Autumn 
1964), 584-85. 
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Among the frequent contributors to the “Views and Reviews” section 
were a number of prominent literary critics. Alfred Kazin – author of the 
groundbreaking On Native Grounds: An Interpretation of Modern American 
Prose Literature (1942) – was a frequent contributor of book reviews. Literary 
critic George Steiner also frequently reviewed books, by European authors in 
particular. Born in Europe, educated in Europe and the United States, and later 
lecturing on both continents, Steiner perfectly embodied The Reporter’s 
international outlook.14 A third prominent literary critic who frequently 
contributed to The Reporter was Malcolm Cowley. Exile’s Return (1934), his 
study of American literature in the 1920s, the era of the “lost generation,” was 
republished to high acclaim in 1951. Cowley, who had been literary editor and 
critic of The New Republic from 1929 to 1944, was an old friend of Philip 
Horton, who had written the first biography of the poet Hart Crane, a good 
friend of Cowley’s.15 
What these critics had in common was that they were not just literary 
critics, but cultural critics. Unlike the formalist new critics – the dominant 
school of the era, which considered literary texts autonomous and advocated 
close reading instead of cultural contextualization – they explicitly related 
literature to society and paid specific attention to the social and cultural context 
from which literature emerged. In 1954, for example, The Reporter printed a 
prepublication from Cowley’s book The Literary Situation. This piece – 
“American Writers and Where They Come From” – dealt with the racial, 
economic, and regional background of American writers in the 1950s.16 This 
approach fit perfectly with The Reporter’s concept of a “Views and Reviews” 
section that underscored the more explicitly social and political themes in the 
front of the book. As Kazin noted in his preface to On Native Grounds: “I have 
never been able to understand why the study of literature in relation to society 
should be divorced from a full devotion to what literature is in itself, or why 
those who seek to analyze literary texts should cut off the act of writing from its 
irreducible sources in the life of men. … True criticism only begins with books, 
but can never be removed from their textures. It begins with workmanship, 
talent, craft, but is nothing if it does not go beyond them.”17 
In addition to these literary critics author Gore Vidal served as The 
Reporter’s regular theater critic from 1957 till 1965.18 His first contribution was 
                                                     
14 For a more detailed discussion of Steiner’s work see: Nathan A. Scott, Jr., and Ronald A. 
Sharp, eds., Reading George Steiner (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1994). 
15 Philip Horton, Hart Crane: The Life of an American Poet (New York: Compass-Viking, 1937). 
For a more detailed discussion of Cowley’s early career see: Hans Bak, Malcolm Cowley: The 
Formative Years (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1993). 
16 Malcolm Cowley, “American Writers And Where They Come From,” The Reporter 11, no. 5 
(September 23, 1954), 49-52. 
17 Alfred Kazin, On Native Grounds: An Interpretation of Modern American Prose Literature 
(New York: Harcourt, Brace and World, Inc., 1942), xi. For a more detailed discussion of the 
cultural criticism practiced by Alfred Kazin and Malcolm Cowley in particular see: Morris 
Dickstein, Double Agent: The Critic and Society (New York: Oxford University Press, 1992). 
18 Gore Vidal, Palimpsest: A Memoir (New York: Random House, 1995), 88-89. 
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the preface to his soon to be published play A Visit to a Small Planet, which had 
been turned down by The New Yorker. Vidal sent it to Robert Bingham at The 
Reporter, with whom he had been at the Phillips Exeter Academy in New 
Hampshire. In the essay – which was published in July 1957 as “The Perils and 
Rewards of Going into Trade” – Vidal described his experiences as a novelist 
creating a Broadway hit. According to his biographer Fred Kaplan, “it was this 
prose essay … in which he first found his voice as an essayist.”19 Apparently by 
1957 the reputation of The Reporter’s “Views and Reviews” section was such 
that it was considered a suitable alternative to The New Yorker. The Reporter 
also published two short stories by “New Yorker writer” John Cheever.20 
Ideological Background 
The Reporter’s literary coverage reflected the magazine’s ideological 
background; the white, male, liberal point of view that dominated American 
society during the 1950s. The Reporter’s editors were firm believers in the 
American social, political, and ideological system and were not open to radical 
change. Malcolm Cowley summed up this attitude in his article “American 
Writers and Where They Come From.” One after the other, he argued, different 
ethnicities had found their way into American literature; first the Irish, then the 
German Jews and Scandinavians, followed by the Polish and Russian Jews, 
African American, Armenians, and Italians. Although Cowley acknowledged 
that certain groups were still underrepresented in American literature he was 
convinced that “their time will come.” He added: “Every group has something 
of its own to contribute, a special experience or sense of life, and all of them 
will some day do their parts to enrich American writing.”21 Although The 
Reporter did publish African-American authors James Baldwin and Ralph 
Ellison it was not the magazine’s deliberate policy to seek out minority 
writers.22 The magazine’s book and theater reviews focused primarily on 
established names, including William Faulkner, Saul Bellow, Ernest 
Hemingway, Tennessee Williams, and Eugene O’Neill. The same was true of 
the short stories and book excerpts the magazine published, which included 
contributions by authors William Saroyan, Graham Greene, Vladimir Nabokov, 
                                                     
19 Fred Kaplan, Gore Vidal: A Biography (New York: Anchor Books, 2000), 422. 
20 See: John Cheever, “The Journal of a Writer with a Hole in One Sock,” The Reporter 13, no. 11 
(December 29, 1955), 25-30 and John Cheever, “How Dr. Wareham Kept His Servants,” The 
Reporter 14, no. 7 (April 5, 1956), 40-45. 
21 Malcolm Cowley, “American Writers and Where They Come From,” The Reporter 11, no. 5 
(September 23, 1954), 50. 
22 See: Ralph Ellison, “The Shadow and the Act,” The Reporter 1, no. 17 (December 6, 1949), 17-
19; Robert Penn Warren and Ralph Ellison, “A Dialogue,” The Reporter 32, no. 6 (March 25, 
1965), 42-48; James Balwin, “The Negro in Paris,” The Reporter 2, no. 12 (June 6, 1950), 34-36; 
James Baldwin, “The Negro at Home and Abroad,” The Reporter 5, no. 11 (November 27, 1951), 
36-37. 
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Isaac Bashevis Singer, Bernard Malamud, and science fiction writer Ray 
Bradbury, all established names at the time.23 
The Reporter was not very progressive in its literary coverage. The 
magazine could not muster much enthusiasm for non-conformist writers such as 
Norman Mailer and the Beats. The general consensus among Mailer’s reviewers 
for The Reporter was that his first novel, The Naked and the Dead (1948), based 
on his personal experiences in World War II, was the work of a talented young 
writer, but that Mailer had not lived up to his promise since. In his review of 
The Deer Park (1955) – which was set in Hollywood and dealt with the moral 
dilemma of a movie director called to testify before a congressional committee 
investigating political subversion in the film industry – Sidney Alexander noted 
that Mailer clearly aimed to shock his readers with his “exuberant vulgarity,” 
but failed to do so: “It doesn’t even succeed in being vulgar; it’s not even good 
pornography. One plods through the gumbo of these scenes, grateful for the few 
successful comic bits, but perplexed at the sad decline of the author.”24 Alfred 
Kazin voiced a similar sentiment in his review of Mailer’s Advertisements for 
Myself (1959), a collection of Mailer’s essays, stories, interviews, and 
journalistic work. “How Good Is Norman Mailer?” was the title of Kazin’s 
review. “My answer,” he wrote, “would be that The Naked and the Dead is a 
good novel, though too literary …; that Barbary Shore is hysterical politically 
and a bad novel by a writer of obvious talent and guts …; [and] that Deer Park 
is an extraordinarily uneven and somehow sick book with something peculiarly 
closed and airless about it.”25 When Why Are We in Vietnam? (1967) was 
published, Sarel Eimerl expressed his disappointment that the author was not 
making better use of his literary talents: “By my count, he has written only one 
good novel, The Naked and the Dead, which appeared almost twenty years ago, 
and I suspect that the main reason for his failure since then lies in his absolute 
determination always to be doing something new, at whatever cost, including 
the cost of producing unsatisfactory books.” Eimerl urged Mailer to “stop 
swearing for the sake of swearing” and write “an old-fashioned realistic 
novel.”26 Although Eimerl did not explicitly refer to the novel’s political 
implications, it is not surprising that The Reporter – which at this time was 
fighting a lone battle in defense of the Johnson administration’s Vietnam policy 
                                                     
23 The short stories and book excerpts were: William Saroyan, “Writer in a Cage,” The Reporter 
8, no. 11 (May 26, 1953), 30-34; Graham Greene, “The Palace of Chance,” excerpt from The 
Comedians, The Reporter 33, no. 10 (December 2, 1965), 41-42; Vladimir Nabokov, “Scenes 
from the Life of a Double Monster,” The Reporter 18, no. 6 (March 20, 1958), 34-37; Isaac 
Bashevis Singer, “Dreamers, Reminiscences of Jewish Life in Poland,” The Reporter 35, no. 1 
(July 14, 1966), 45-46; Bernard Malamud, “The Jewbird,” The Reporter 28, no. 8 (April 11, 
1963), 33-36; and Bernard Malamud, “Black Is My Favorite Color,” The Reporter 29, no. 2 (July 
18, 1963), 43-44, 46, 48. 
24 Sidney Alexander, “Not Even Good Pornography,” review of The Deer Park by Norman 
Mailer, The Reporter 13, no. 6 (October 20, 1955), 46. 
25 Alfred Kazin, “How Good Is Norman Mailer?,” review of Advertisements for Myself by 
Norman Mailer, The Reporter 21, no. 9 (November 26, 1959), 41. 
26 Sarel Eimerl, “Loaded for Bear,” review of Why Are We in Vietnam? by Norman Mailer, The 
Reporter 37, no. 6 (October 19, 1967), 42. 
Chapter 2 – Format & Editorial Staff 
 
77 
– would denounce a novel that was so clearly an indictment of American 
involvement in Vietnam and American society in general. 
Much like Mailer, the Beat writers also received only negative reviews 
in The Reporter. The manner in which Jack Kerouac’s novel On the Road 
(1957) was reviewed conveys the editors’ feelings about the Beat movement: 
“Rather than dignify … On the Road with a serious review,” they published “a 
parody of its aimless excitement and anger.” In this parody George R. Clay 
made it clear that in his opinion Kerouac’s novel lacked a plot as well as 
meaning.27 In 1959 Kerouac’s novel Doctor Sax was reviewed in an unsigned 
book note, which judged it to be overly sentimental, pretentious, and pervaded 
with “verbal hysterics.” Once again, The Reporter noted that Kerouac’s work 
lacked meaning: “Doctor Sax has something to do with guilt and sex and evil 
and knowledge and growing up, but it is not easy to know what he has to do 
with them.”28 Although The Reporter devoted an article to the commotion 
surrounding the publication of Allen Ginsberg’s Howl and Other Poems (1956), 
ridiculing those who wanted the poem banned because of its lewd language and 
praising the judge who upheld freedom of speech, the magazine did not review 
Ginsberg’s work at this time.29 Clearly, The Reporter was part of the 
establishment, read by the very people against whom Mailer and the Beats were 
rebelling. It is not surprising, then, that the magazine could not muster much 
sympathy or understanding for these young writers.   
The Reporter did give young talents a chance to get published and thus 
build a reputation for themselves, but the magazine’s editors did not actively 
scout out promising young writers. As Robert Bingham noted in 1971, all 
manuscripts were read with interest, no matter whether they came from well-
known writers and agents, or from an unknown writer from some obscure town 
in the Midwest: 
There was an eagerness to find new talent. We got a lot of 
manuscripts. Probably the New Yorker gets more, but it was a big 
activity, getting the manuscripts read and back. And scarcely an 
issue or a month went by that somebody didn’t have a manuscript 
in his hands that he wanted to push at a story conference … that 
was by somebody nobody had ever heard of before.30 
One of these new talents was journalist, author, and historian David 
Halberstam, who in 1959 published his first short story in The Reporter. The 
                                                     
27 George R. Clay, “A Sleepless Night With the Beat Generation,” The Reporter 17, no. 6 
(October 17, 1957), 44-45. In 1959 John Updike wrote a similar parody for The New Yorker: John 
Updike, “On the Sidewalk,” The New Yorker, February 21, 1959, 32. 
28 Booknote on Doctor Sax by Jack Kerouac, The Reporter 20, no. 12 (June 11, 1959), 48. 
29 David Perlman, “How Captain Hanrahan Made ‘Howl’ a Best-Seller,” The Reporter 17, no. 10 
(December 12, 1957), 37-39. It was not until 1963 that The Reporter did review Ginsberg’s work. 
See: M.L. Rosenthal, “Seven Voices,” The Reporter 28, no. 1 (January 3, 1963), 46-47. 
30 Robert Bingham, interview with Martin K. Doudna, 8 January 1971, box 214, MAC. 
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story would later form the basis for his first novel, The Noblest Roman (1961).31 
Halberstam, a frequent contributor to The Reporter during the 1950s on civil 
rights issues in the South, went on to become a Pulitzer Prize-winning Vietnam 
War correspondent and author of such influential books as The Best and the 
Brightest (1972), The Powers That Be (1979), and The Fifties (1993). The 
magazine also published a number of young women writers, including Anne 
Tyler, Shirley Ann Grau, and Hortense Calisher.32 In 1967 The Reporter 
published a short story by Kiowa author N. Scott Momaday, entitled “The Way 
to Rainy Mountain,” a preview of his later – highly acclaimed – autobiography 
of the same title. In 1969 Momaday’s novel House Made of Dawn (1969) would 
win him the Pulitzer Prize.33 In the spring of 1968 The Reporter published then 
unknown writer Frank McCourt’s reminiscences about his childhood in 
Limerick, Ireland. Thirty years later, the memoir based on this short article 
would become the Pulitzer Prize-winning Angela’s Ashes (1998).34 
The “Views and Reviews” section lived up to The Reporter’s 
internationalist promise by deliberately focusing attention on cultural and 
literary developments in other parts of the world. The editors felt that reviewing 
foreign authors was an important public service, because it often took years 
before their work was translated in English and published in the United States 
and because such reviews gave an impression of the impact the publication of a 
certain book had had in the country of origin. French journalist, critic, and 
author Madeleine Chapsal was a frequent contributor and reviewed, among 
many others, Les Mandarins by Simone de Beauvoir and Bonjour Tristesse by 
Françoise Sagan.35 The “Views and Reviews” section also frequently included 
reviews of and excerpts from British, Italian, and Russian books.36 In addition, 
The Reporter consistently published work by non-American authors, including 
South-African writer Nadine Gordimer, German author Heinrich Böll, British 
“angry young men” Alan Sillitoe, John Wain, and Colin Wilson, Indian author 
                                                     
31 The short story was: “The Gal Who Wanted to Meet Me,” The Reporter 18, no. 2 (January 23, 
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32 See: Anne Tyler, “Everything but Roses,” The Reporter 33, no. 5 (September 23, 1965), 47-48, 
50-52; Anne Tyler, “A Flaw in the Crust of the Earth,” The Reporter 37, no. 7 (November 2, 
1967), 43-46; Shirley Ann Grau, “Eight O’Clock One Morning,” The Reporter 24, no. 13 (June 
22, 1961), 23-25; and Hortense Calisher, “May-ry,” The Reporter 24, no. 7 (March 30, 1961), 37-
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34 Frank McCourt, “If You Live in a Lane…,” The Reporter 38, no. 9 (May 2, 1968), 31-34. 
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Reporter 15, no. 1 (July 12, 1956), 47-48; excerpts from Boris Pasternak’s Doctor Zhivago, The 
Reporter 19, no. 1 (July 10, 1958), 8-16, no. 2 (August 7, 1958), 34-43, and no. 3 (September 4, 
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no. 9 (April 28, 1960), 34-38; and an excerpt from Graham Greene’s The Comedians, The 
Reporter 33, no. 10 (December 2, 1965), 41-42. 
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R.K. Narayan, Russian writer Vladimir Dudintsev, Yugoslavian author Ivo 
Andric, and Italian authors Ignazio Silone, Antonio Barolini, and Italo 
Calvino.37 What many of the contributions from the Soviet Union and Eastern 
Europe had in common was that they either contrasted life in these countries 
before and under totalitarian rule, emphasizing the humanity of the people 
living there and the difficult circumstances they faced. They thus underscored 
the fact that these people needed to be saved. Examples include the excerpts 
from Boris Pasternak’s Doctor Zhivago, which The Reporter published in 1958, 
Fyodor Abramov’s short story “The New Life,” about life on a Soviet collective 
farm, and Nikolai Arzak’s short story “This is Moscow Speaking.”38 The 1956 
short story “Stale Mates” by Eileen Chang, which portrayed China in the period 
before Mao’s rise to power, fulfilled a similar function.39 
Although the “Views and Reviews” section thus served a very specific 
ideological purpose, the ideological confines were less strict in this part of the 
magazine than they were in the front of the book. The editors of the “Views and 
Reviews” section enjoyed relative freedom in selecting the articles and short 
stories they published. This set the “Views and Reviews” section apart from the 
front of the book, where Max Ascoli was much more closely involved. Max 
Ascoli’s limited personal involvement with the “Views and Reviews” section 
increased the possibilities for publishing off-beat pieces. Looking back on his 
time editing the back of the book, Robert Bingham reflected that, unlike Philip 
Horton, he was allowed to make final decisions about whom and what to 
publish: “I could assign book reviews and select short stories and poetry. He 
[Ascoli] was interested, but it wasn’t an ideological preoccupation of his, so he 
left me alone pretty well.”40 
The articles in the “Views and Reviews” section were usually in 
keeping with The Reporter’s worldview, but there was room for different 
perspectives. Nat Hentoff, for example, contributed a number of articles that 
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openly questioned the liberal ideology of which The Reporter itself was such an 
important representative. Hentoff, who had been associate editor of Down Beat 
jazz magazine from 1953 till 1957, served as The Reporter’s jazz critic from 
1957 till 1965. He later recalled that when he first started contributing to the 
magazine, he was very impressed with the “Views and Reviews” section, which 
he felt was diversified and well-edited. He mentioned that he did not know any 
other general magazines at that time that would accept pieces on jazz and folk 
music.41 Hentoff contributed more than seventy articles to The Reporter, 
including “Record Notes” on jazz, blues, and folk music, as well as book 
reviews and articles on civil liberties and civil rights. In 1959 he wrote an article 
entitled “The Strange Case of the Missing Musicians,” in which he exposed the 
hypocrisy of white Northern liberals who denounced racial discrimination in the 
South, but failed to acknowledge the absence of black musicians in Northern 
symphony orchestras.42 In 1960 Hentoff wrote an article on the Nation of Islam 
and Malcolm X, which, although by no means an endorsement of separatism, 
stands out compared to the gradualism advocated in the front of the book.43 
During the 1960s Hentoff’s social and political convictions no longer matched 
The Reporter’s, but it was not until 1965 that Hentoff left the magazine, after 
denouncing Ascoli’s Vietnam stance in The Village Voice.44 
The Reporter’s Editorial Staff 
Although the composition of The Reporter’s staff changed frequently 
throughout the magazine’s existence, the division of tasks can be generally 
characterized as follows: The managing editor – a position filled, in 
chronological order, by Johnny White, Philip Horton, Robert S. Gerdy, Al 
Newman, Robert Bingham, and, finally, Donald Allan – was responsible for the 
day-to-day management of the staff, and preparing the issue going to press as 
well as the one following it. The long-term planning, selection of themes for 
upcoming issues, and soliciting of articles were the responsibility of Philip 
Horton, who served successively as managing editor, assistant editor, associate 
editor, senior editor, and executive editor. Despite his ever-changing title, his 
responsibilities remained largely the same throughout The Reporter’s existence. 
While Horton dealt primarily with the articles that would appear in the 
front of the book, Robert Bingham was, for the large part of The Reporter’s 
existence, responsible for the contents of the back of the book. In editing The 
Reporter’s cultural section, Bingham was assisted by Gouverneur Paulding and 
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Nora Magid; the latter succeeded him as literary editor in 1965. Washington 
editor Douglass Cater, succeeded in 1964 by Meg Greenfield, was responsible 
for the day-to-day management of the Washington office. Reg Massie, who 
created many of the magazine’s characteristic covers, served as The Reporter’s 
art director for eighteen years. The Reporter had a separate business staff, 
supervised by directors of promotion, advertising, circulation, and production, 
and a general manager. 
Max Ascoli himself dealt primarily with the theme section of the issue 
going to press, which would accompany his editorial. Ascoli would correspond 
with The Reporter’s key contributors, including the magazine’s regular foreign 
correspondents, and those contributors who were personal friends. Throughout 
The Reporter’s existence Philip Horton presented Ascoli with a weekly 
selection of manuscripts for his consideration, complete with commentary. This 
way, Ascoli always had the final say when it came to the articles that were 
actually published. He wanted to be kept informed on all articles to be published 
in the front of the book, on both domestic and foreign affairs. Subjects that did 
not have his special interest – literature and economics, for example – were 
delegated to others, as was the management of the magazine’s business side. 
The Reporter’s editorial routine and the division of tasks at the 
magazine’s head office in New York would form a source of frustration and 
debate throughout the magazine’s existence. The Reporter was truly a one-man 
magazine and the pattern that had been established during the final phase of the 
trial-period persisted once the magazine went into publication. Although he 
consulted with the managing editor, it was always Ascoli who had the final say 
when it came to story suggestions, assignments, and which completed articles to 
publish. Early on Ascoli had asserted that he believed “in a constant flux and 
reflux … of ideas between all the staff and himself.”45 This was a noble, but not 
a very feasible ambition and it did not work in practice. The fact that Ascoli was 
the magazine’s editor as well as its publisher left no doubts about who was in 
charge. During the magazine’s first years in particular the no by-line policy the 
magazine adopted ensured that the cohesive approach and viewpoint expressed 
in the magazine was in effect Ascoli’s, and Ascoli’s only.46 
Max Ascoli and the Reporter Staff 
During the trial-period it had become clear that experienced writers were 
hesitant about joining a magazine that had not yet found its stride, or, for that 
matter, a solid audience. As a result, at the end of The Reporter’s first year the 
magazine, which was supposed to have been largely staff-written, still leaned 
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disproportionably on outside contributors. After the move to New York Ascoli, 
therefore, decided that he would “mold” the young recruits into proper Reporter 
material.47 He could not, however, always muster the patience required to train 
the young writers and researchers on the staff. In February 1949, shortly before 
the first dummy went to the printer, he expressed his dissatisfaction with his 
own “gramophonic role” as editor: “There is scarcely a meeting where I don’t 
have to state what should be by now The Reporter’s ABC; that we are not a 
newsmagazine; that we do not want to be stampeded by the headlines; that we 
need to plan our issues within a definite frame; that sometimes the frame will 
have to be readjusted here and there when the issue is about to come out, etc., 
etc. I could go on for quite a while from A to Z, back and forth.”48 Clearly, 
Ascoli, growing “tired and more than a bit discouraged,” had difficulty getting 
his writers to understand the basic concept of The Reporter.49 
Even though Max Ascoli argued that The Reporter was a team, it much 
more resembled a family – with Ascoli at its head as a demanding, sometimes 
overbearing, but loving father.50 In the early days the junior members of the 
staff were even referred to as “the kids” by senior staff members such as Johnny 
White.51 Ascoli signed one of his more sentimental memos to the staff with: 
“my love to all of you,” and another with: “Ladies and gentlemen, members of 
the family of The Reporter, I thank you.”52 Shortly before the publication of The 
Reporter’s first issue, Ascoli wrote his staff that the final sprint was going to be 
“hellish,” adding: “But, boys and girls, it will be fun.”53 
Ascoli’s interaction with the staff would be characterized by this 
mixture of familial affection and overbearing authority throughout The 
Reporter’s existence. Former staff members referred to Ascoli as “a tyrant” and 
to the editorial meetings as a “Byzantine court.”54 Robert Cowley, associate 
editor in 1965 and 1966, described the general staff meetings as follows: “We’d 
go over the pieces for the next week, but mainly it would be to hear Max’s 
pronouncements from on high. … Everyone would pretty much sit around in 
respectful silence. I don’t think I ever opened my mouth.”55 George Bailey, The 
Reporter’s regular correspondent on Germany and Eastern Europe, returned to 
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the United States in 1968 to serve as executive editor during the final months of 
The Reporter’s existence. A newcomer to the editorial meetings, he was told by 
one of the other editors: “You don’t quite seem to understand how things work 
around here. Every two weeks the staff tries to put out a magazine, and Dr. 
Ascoli tries to stop them. He’s never managed to succeed.”56 Donald Allan, 
managing editor from 1965 till the publication of the final issue in 1968, 
recalled the non-democratic nature of the editorial meetings: “Max would sit 
behind his desk and he held court, he was the lord and master, no doubt about 
it.”57 
Ascoli’s inability to delegate was notorious. The editorial 
correspondence indicates that when Ascoli was on vacation the editorial staff 
did not feel confident to make final decisions. In 1957, for example, when 
Ascoli was vacationing in Norway, the editors cabled Ascoli because they could 
not decide whether to publish a forty-eight or a fifty-six page issue.58 When 
Ascoli did occasionally delegate responsibility – correspondence with one of 
The Reporter’s key contributors, for example – he was often disappointed and 
frustrated. But his reactions also paralyzed the staff and prevented them from 
taking initiative on their own. Ascoli often expected too much and he was 
impatient when people did not understand instantly what he had in mind. Once 
this pattern had been set, it became very hard to break. Ascoli was aware of his 
own reputation. As he wrote Bruce Bliven, then retired as editor of The New 
Republic: “I am sure you know by now that I have gained the reputation of 
being one of the worst bastards in the trade. There are times when I wish I could 
live up to this reputation, and in a big way.”59 
Internal Differences 
During The Reporter’s first year two prominent staff members – Leland Stowe 
and Herbert Harris – left the magazine because they had lost faith in its concept 
and, more specifically, in its editor-in-chief. Before leaving, both Stowe and 
Harris expressed their dissatisfaction with Ascoli’s performance. The first to 
voice his frustration about Ascoli’s leadership style was Leland Stowe, The 
Reporter’s foreign editor. A Pulitzer Prize-winning journalist, Stowe had been 
working as a reporter and foreign correspondent for twenty-three years before 
he joined The Reporter. He had covered stories in over forty countries on five 
different continents, as European correspondent for the New York Herald 
Tribune and as both war correspondent for the Chicago Daily News and 
commentator for television network ABC during World War II.60 Stowe was, 
without a doubt, the most renowned name on The Reporter’s early editorial 
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staff. After working at the magazine for a year, however, he felt that he was not 
being treated as such and that his expertise was not being used to its full 
potential. Stowe was furious when Ascoli decided not to consult him when war 
broke out in Korea in the summer of 1950. As The Reporter’s foreign editor and 
the only staff member who had served extensively as a correspondent in Asia, 
Stowe felt passed over: “If this is editing a magazine, Max,” he fulminated, “I 
am Einstein.”61 According to Stowe, this incident did not stand alone. “As it is 
being operated today,” Stowe wrote in this same letter, “the magazine is headed 
straight for the graveyard.” He argued that staff morale was “so low that it 
virtually does not exist,” that there was no interchange of ideas between the 
staff and the editor, that staff ideas and initiatives were not appreciated or even 
acknowledged by the editor, that the editor did not make use of his staff’s 
potential, preferring outside talents and ideas over staff knowledge, experience, 
and abilities, and, finally, that the magazine was strictly a one-man operation. 
These were all “conditions, malpractices and attitudes” which Stowe felt would 
lead to the imminent demise of The Reporter.62 
Ascoli’s reaction to these accusations was conciliatory yet evasive. He 
did not respond to any of Stowe’s explicit accusations, yet admitted whole-
heartedly that Stowe had been an important public relations asset, especially in 
the early days of the magazine: “You brought to the magazine the prestige of 
your universally respected and well-known name; you helped me in getting in 
touch with some of our best and most congenial writers, and you did 
extraordinarily good work in shaping up some issues ... finally, you have been 
of the greatest assistance to the magazine during your lecture tours and 
whenever the promotion boys have asked you to speak for us.” On the other 
hand, Ascoli argued, “I could not but reach the conclusion, having worked with 
you for nearly a year, that your approach to international problems and your 
particular way of writing were not quite suited to The Reporter.”63 
Herbert Harris, a writer who covered primarily economic issues, left 
The Reporter around the same time. Much like Leland Stowe, Herbert Harris – 
who had worked as both a writer and an editor for such publications as 
Newsweek, Fortune, and United Nations World – felt that The Reporter was not 
making proper use of his expertise. The fact that Harris’ complaints were very 
similar to those expressed by Stowe indicates that these problems were more 
fundamental than Ascoli was willing to admit. Unlike Stowe, however, Harris 
did not seem to write out of spite, but out of true admiration for both the 
magazine’s concept and its editor. In a memorandum to Ascoli, Harris indicated 
the three main problems which he felt obstructed The Reporter’s further 
development and kept it from reaching its full potential: inadequate editing, 
inadequate teamwork, and an inadequate delegation of responsibilities. What 
The Reporter lacked, according to Harris, was a conference table, “both in fact 
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and as a symbol.”64 The collective style which Ascoli so badly wanted to 
achieve was seriously hampered by the lack of discussions and exchanges – 
“formal and informal, lengthy and brief” – between editors and members of the 
staff.65 
As it turned out, these early shortcomings initiated a pattern that created 
serious problems for The Reporter during its later years. It can be concluded, 
with hindsight, that Ascoli’s decision to disregard Stowe and Harris’ critique 
formed the basis for the internal differences that would plague The Reporter 
throughout its existence and would eventually play a significant role in the 
magazine’s demise. 
Prodigal Sons and Alter Egos 
Although Ascoli, as The Reporter’s founder, publisher, editor, and financier in 
one, wanted to have the final say in all matters of importance, he had made it 
clear from the start that he could not run the magazine by himself. He needed a 
second-in-command, someone he could rely on and trust with the day-to-day 
management of the magazine. During the founding period the division of tasks 
had been ideal, with Wallace Carroll in charge of the daily routine, and Ascoli 
charting the magazine’s philosophical and ideological background, as well as its 
editorial policy. When Carroll left Ascoli needed a replacement, someone who 
could take charge of the young and inexperienced staff, who could plan ahead 
for future issues, attract both readers and contributors, and establish a solid 
basis and reputation for the magazine. However, as the magazine went into 
publication and Ascoli became more and more involved in the daily editorial 
routine, he also found it increasingly difficult to delegate responsibility. He did 
not want just anybody as his second-in-command; he wanted an “alter ego,”66 
someone he could call his intellectual equal. 
The need to find a second-in-command was especially urgent in view of 
Ascoli’s physical ailments, which increasingly hampered his functioning as 
editor-in-chief. In addition to his busted hip, which he broke during The 
Reporter’s founding-phase and which kept bothering him for the rest of his life, 
Ascoli also began to suffer from kidney stones. They first played up in 1951 and 
Ascoli was out of commission for at least a couple of weeks each time the 
problem recurred. Ascoli also suffered from rapidly diminishing eyesight. In 
1956 he spent almost a month in the hospital recovering from an operation for 
cataracts.67 In 1959 Ascoli suffered from phlebitis – inflammation of the veins – 
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which had him spending day and night in a rocking bed which made him 
seasick,68 and in 1965 Ascoli missed the chair when he tried to sit down in his 
office without turning on the light, hitting the ground with such force that he 
broke a vertebra, a condition which kept him at home, in bed and in pain, for 
two months.69 
These bouts of illness and strings of operations often left Ascoli 
demoralized and depressed. In such a mood he would exclaim that the magazine 
was a burden almost too heavy for him to bear. In the summer of 1954, after a 
stay at the hospital to have another set of kidney stones removed, Ascoli wrote 
to his friend – and frequent contributor to The Reporter – Madeleine Chapsal 
that he was “sick and tired” of journalism. “Sometimes I think I really can’t go 
on commenting on a situation that gets more and more hopeless. Well, I have so 
many other things that I would like to put down in writing …, but in a far more 
serious form than in writing editorials or collecting other people’s 
manuscripts.”70 In 1958, after having been out of commission with a virus for 
two weeks, Ascoli voiced his displeasure to director of promotion Shirley 
Katzander: “I couldn’t write an editorial for the last issue, and, as probably you 
know, that is something that always makes me feel terrible. If the diagnosis of 
the mean bug is ever made, I will not be surprised if the name is ‘The Reporter.’ 
Treatment: the sooner I get it out of my system the better.”71 
Because Ascoli found it difficult to delegate responsibilities, the rest of 
the staff had to improvise every time he had to go to the hospital or stay home 
for a couple of weeks. Oftentimes he would be writing editorials and editing 
manuscripts from his sickbed. When he was in the hospital to have his cataracts 
removed, Ascoli dictated editorials on the Suez crisis, and edited manuscripts 
by having his secretary read them to him.72 Despite all his efforts, however, it 
was clear from the start that Ascoli’s frequent long absences from the office 
formed an impediment to the proper management of the magazine. He would 
not have been able to run the magazine by himself, even if he had been in 
perfect health. In addition to long trips to Europe – at least once a year – Ascoli 
traveled frequently to Washington, DC, and around the United States to give 
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lectures. He needed a second-in-command whom he could leave in charge when 
he was away and to whom he could entrust the responsibilities of the business 
side of the magazine – management of the staff, circulation, advertising, and all 
those other aspects of the magazine that he really did not want to be bothered 
with – so that he himself could focus on the two aspects of the magazine he 
loved; writing and editing. 
Philip Horton: Second-in-Command 
Philip Horton served The Reporter longer than anyone else on the magazine’s 
editorial staff, yet he was the least appreciated of them all. Horton was hired in 
1949 and although he changed positions several times throughout the years, his 
responsibilities remained largely the same until he left the magazine in 1968.73 
During the 1950s the division of labor between Horton and Ascoli seemed to 
work. Horton’s responsibility for The Reporter’s long-term planning made it 
possible for Ascoli to devote himself to the finished product – the issue going to 
press – which reflected his ideas and policies. Horton was not, however, the 
second-in-command Ascoli had in mind. Although Horton played a crucial role 
in recruiting contributors, soliciting manuscripts, and initiating The Reporter’s 
investigative exposés, he did not, in the estimate of a disappointed Ascoli, have 
a feel for editing or writing.74 
It is always difficult to assess a working relationship such as the one 
between Ascoli and Horton. In 1971 – while conducting interviews for his 
dissertation – Martin Doudna was caught in the unenviable position of referee in 
a shouting match in which Horton – embittered at devoting the prime of his 
professional life to an employer who had aroused false hopes about his 
prospects – enraged Ascoli by exaggerating his contribution to The Reporter’s 
success. What the Reporter archives show beyond a doubt is that Horton did not 
have “complete freedom ... to operate as I wanted to operate, to follow my 
hunches and leads and recruit the writers,”75 as he told Doudna. Ascoli 
maintained almost all contact with The Reporter’s foreign correspondents – 
Denis Warner was the exception – as well as all contact with the Washington 
office. With the “Views and Reviews” section in the capable hands of Robert 
Bingham, Gouverneur Paulding and later Nora Magid, this left Horton with the 
responsibility to find and maintain contact with outside contributors, and deal 
with unsolicited manuscripts. The impression that emerges from the Reporter 
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archives is that Horton had the authority to contact potential outside 
contributors, brainstorm with them about story ideas, and assign articles, but 
purely “on spec”. He was not allowed to make any firm commitments. Horton 
maintained contact with most writers, but the ultimate decision to publish was 
Ascoli’s. 
Ascoli usually spent the summer months in Europe. During these 
months Philip Horton and his fellow-editors put out the magazine, but not 
without frequent phone calls, letters and telegrams to Ascoli. He received 
weekly and sometimes daily updates from the office in New York and 
oftentimes he would edit manuscripts by mail. Philip Horton, on the other hand, 
took his annual vacation of five weeks in September and October, when the 
magazine was running at full speed, and although he was only in Maine and not 
far away in Europe, he was hardly ever disturbed by office trouble. In other 
words, The Reporter could get along without Philip Horton, but not without 
Max Ascoli. 
Whenever Ascoli and Horton were both at the office, Horton would 
send Ascoli a weekly update on the status of different articles, negotiations with 
outside contributors and ideas for future articles. Ascoli usually took this 
package home for weekend reading. Horton clearly fulfilled an important 
coordinating function at The Reporter. Ascoli, however, did not want a 
coordinator, he wanted a second-in-command whom he could entrust The 
Reporter to in his absence, and until he found the person who could live up to 
his high standards he was not about to relinquish his hold of the magazine. 
Ascoli soon found that Horton was not the intellectual equal he had hoped for. 
“What irked me increasingly from the late ‘50s on,” Ascoli wrote Doudna in 
1971, “was the impossibility of having with him any serious discussion of ideas, 
political or otherwise, and his unwillingness to do any editing (he called it 
‘plumbing’). I liked long discussions about any number of things, including my 
own editorials.… Yet, Phil was always busy, going from the office of one staff 
member to another, and phoning, phoning, phoning.”76 
Donald Allan, The Reporter’s final managing editor, who was with The 
Reporter from 1963 till 1968, referred to the balance of power on the Reporter 
staff as follows: 
The two poles – not equal forces – but the two poles of the 
magazine were Max and Phil Horton, during my time there. They 
kept separate offices, they didn’t meet in a very friendly fashion, 
you know, in-and-out, going to lunch, that kind of thing. Phil was 
the one who traced down the writers, usually, and Max had one or 
two very special friends; he’d want Kissinger to write about 
something or other. ... So on that level, that very important level, 
the relations were not close, but nevertheless they were the most 
important relations, because anything Phil arranged had to be 
okayed by Max. ... The lead-articles always had to be approved by 
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Max and they usually were chased up by Horton. They had to be 
close but they were not cordial or warm with each other.77 
A large part of the problem lay in the fact that Horton and Ascoli did not talk to 
each other very often; whether they were both at the office or on different 
continents, their main medium of communication was the memo.78 Allan 
emphasized that Ascoli and Horton came from very different worlds. Horton 
was “a true New Englander.” He had taught at Harvard, was married to the 
daughter of a Harvard professor, he had a country house in Maine as well as a 
“down-East accent.” Max Ascoli, on the other hand, was “a total European.” 
Allan further described Max Ascoli as “very complicated and courtly,” “a 
poseur.” Philip Horton, in Allan’s opinion, was the complete opposite: “a very 
down-to-earth kind of guy.”79 Allan believed that these immense differences in 
their backgrounds and personalities prevented Ascoli and Horton from ever 
becoming true friends. George Bailey, who was The Reporter’s foreign 
correspondent from Germany from 1957 till 1967, when he took over Horton’s 
place as executive editor, also felt that “it was the old business of the immigrant 
vs. the Bostonian.” But Bailey believed that Horton was “the most important 
man by far on the staff,” because he worked closely with the foreign 
correspondents, and that “Ascoli’s concept could not have been put into practice 
without Horton.”80 
Horton was well-aware of Ascoli’s dissatisfaction with him as a second-
in-command, and very bitter about Ascoli’s constant “needling,” but refused to 
leave.81 In February 1960 Horton sent Ascoli a letter expressing his 
exasperation: 
It’s after midnight, but I can’t sleep and so might as well take it out 
on you, especially since you are more or less the cause of my state 
of mind. 
I can take a great deal of needling if it’s in a good cause and I 
know what the cause is. Over the last ten years it was usually in 
the interest of The Reporter and you usually took the trouble to 
make clear the reasons. That was OK by me. Now I’m not at all 
sure I know the reasons or the cause. 
The staff meeting this morning is only the last case in point. The 
needling was irrational and unjust. More important, it seemed to be 
very deliberate. This emerged from the fact that both then and later 
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you insisted that I take on the copy editing of a very routine 
manuscript which could have been handled by almost anyone on 
the staff down to the secretarial level. 
Now you know that I know how to edit, and you also know that I 
am always glad to take on any important or tough or emergency 
job of editing. I also do a lot of editing of early-bird mss. ... which 
you never see. Hence I can only assume … that you intended this 
ploy as an extra turn of the needle, so to speak, to elicit a specific 
response from me. The assumption is strengthened by the fact that 
the needling over the past several months has run to a pattern that 
suggests a lack of confidence.82 
As the 1960s wore on miscommunication was piled on misunderstanding and 
the relationship between Horton and Ascoli deteriorated. Although Horton was 
generally responsible for maintaining contact with contributors, Ascoli 
sometimes decided to contact one of the writers himself, or had a meeting with 
one of the foreign correspondents on one of his trips. The problem was that 
Ascoli did not always bother to fill Horton in on the details of the arrangements 
he had made. The worst incident of this type occurred when Ascoli decided to 
send European correspondent Ed Taylor to Vietnam in 1965 while Horton, not 
knowing of Ascoli’s decision, had already made arrangements with The 
Reporter’s regular Southeast Asia correspondent Denis Warner. Eventually both 
of them went which was not just a very costly affair, but also left The Reporter 
with a surplus of Vietnam coverage. The same thing happened again in 1966.83 
By the end of the 1950s Ascoli had already decided that he wanted 
Horton to leave. “I reached the conclusion that there was no place for him in a 
magazine of facts and ideas. … I wanted him, in his own way, to realize that it 
was better to leave.”84 Ascoli even argued that the reason why he hired Irving 
Kristol and Dwight Martin as second-in-commands in the late 1950s and early 
1960s was to bring it home to Horton that he had become superfluous. But if 
Horton had really become superfluous, why did Ascoli not just fire him? “Like 
FDR [Franklin Delano Roosevelt], I hate firing people – and the awareness of 
my economic security has always played a role in this,” Ascoli wrote Doudna as 
an explanation, if not a very convincing one. Why did Ascoli not fire Horton 
and why did Horton stay, despite the fact that he was clearly no longer wanted? 
Horton played a much more important role in The Reporter’s success than 
Ascoli was willing to acknowledge. As we will see in Chapter 9 (Propaganda, 
Policy, and Covert Operations) it was Horton’s extensive intelligence network 
that made him such a valuable asset. Could it be that Ascoli could not fire 
Horton, because of his role as an intermediary between The Reporter and the 
US government? Until 1967, when Ascoli eventually did fire him, Horton was 
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the closest thing The Reporter ever had to a second-in-command, drawing back 
slightly every time a new alter ego was brought in, and taking up his old 
position again whenever Max Ascoli got tired of the new deputy.85 
Harlan Cleveland’s Executive Editorship: 1953-1956 
Having realized at an early stage that Philip Horton was not the second-in-
command he had been hoping for, Ascoli went in search of an alter ego who 
could play an important part in the promotion of the magazine, thereby 
lightening Ascoli’s financial as well as his editorial burden.  
During his brief time as The Reporter’s executive editor – from 1953 
till 1956 – Harlan Cleveland played a crucial role on both the business and the 
editorial side of the magazine. Cleveland and Ascoli shared a background of 
government service and extensive international experience. During World War 
II, Cleveland had been an official with the Foreign Economic Administration in 
Washington, DC, and later, executive director of the Economic Section of the 
Allied Control Commission in Italy, where he first met Max Ascoli. After the 
war Cleveland worked for the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation 
Administration (UNRRA), first as a member of the US delegation, and later as 
deputy chief of the Italian Mission. In 1947 he became director of the 
UNRRA’s China program. Returning from China in 1948, he became director 
of the Economic Cooperation Administration’s China Aid Program, supervising 
the creation of six US aid programs in the Far East. When the Mutual Security 
Agency was established in 1952, Cleveland was appointed assistant director for 
Europe.86 Clearly, Cleveland shared Ascoli’s ideals about international 
cooperation. 
Ascoli had offered Cleveland a job before, but he was not interested 
until the end of the Truman administration in 1952. He did not look forward to 
working for a Mutual Security Agency operated by Republicans, so he resigned 
and joined The Reporter. James Reston, one of Ascoli’s advisers during the 
founding stages of the magazine, advised Cleveland to enter the magazine on a 
partnership basis, to ensure that he would not just be second-in-command on the 
masthead, but that Ascoli would actually delegate responsibility to him. 
Cleveland was the first person outside the Ascoli family to become a partner in 
The Reporter Magazine Company, but, as he later reflected, this was merely a 
symbolic partnership: “I was in no position to put up $10,000 of my own 
money, … so Max loaned me the money which I then invested, as a partner, in 
the enterprise. It was an unusual arrangement; I liked it because it doubly 
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confirmed Max’s intent to bring me in as a partner and not as an employee.”87 “I 
hope to God that he will turn out to be that sort of alter ego that I have been 
looking for since I started my venture,” Ascoli wrote Madeleine Chapsal shortly 
before Cleveland joined The Reporter.88 
Ascoli granted Cleveland a privilege Horton had never had; the 
authority to give final acceptance to manuscripts. It was decided that all 
manuscripts would go to Cleveland, who would make the decision to either 
accept the manuscript, send it back for revision, or reject it. It seemed that 
Ascoli was finally willing to delegate responsibility. Cleveland was granted 
another privilege as well; he was the only one of Max Ascoli’s many second-in-
commands to frequently write editorials. Despite Ascoli’s frequent and long 
absences from the office, he usually preferred wiring his editorial in – a very 
expensive method, especially from abroad – to having one of his senior editors 
express The Reporter’s editorial stance on the important issue of the day. 
During The Reporter’s entire existence, Philip Horton wrote two editorials, and 
Washington editor Douglass Cater one. Cleveland, however, wrote nine 
editorials in the short period between March 1953 and January 1955.89  
Although Max Ascoli’s lack of interest in the business side of the 
magazine forced Cleveland to turn his attention increasingly to promotion, 
advertising, and circulation growth, he was also responsible for the magazine’s 
economic coverage. This was an editorial area in which Ascoli was not 
proficient, so he left it to Cleveland to devise the magazine’s editorial line and 
recruit the writers in that area. In 1955 Cleveland’s position on the staff 
formally changed to publisher, the person primarily in charge of financial and 
business matters. As we will see further on, the period of Cleveland’s executive 
editorship was one of enormous circulation growth. As Cleveland, from 1954 
on, more and more turned his attention to the business side of the magazine, 
Ascoli once again found himself without a second-in-command on the editorial 
side. That same year, he approached Adlai Stevenson, the Democratic 
presidential candidate in 1952, to become editor of The Reporter. Ascoli did not 
ask Stevenson to become his co-editor or second-in-command, but to take on 
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full responsibility for The Reporter. This was the only time Ascoli considered 
handing the magazine over to someone else. Stevenson, however, turned down 
the offer.90 
In 1956 Cleveland left The Reporter to become dean of the Maxwell 
School of Citizenship and Public Affairs at Syracuse University. Cleveland later 
reflected that he would have left The Reporter sooner or later in any case: 
“Certainly it was clear to me by that time that there would be no such thing as a 
successor to Max Ascoli (though an implication that I would be his successor 
had been part of the lure that attracted me to The Reporter in the first place).”91 
Looking back on his time with the magazine a couple of years after its folding, 
Cleveland concluded: “Ascoli hired me as his deputy, because he was sick; then 
he got well, and he discovered that he didn’t know what a deputy was.”92 When 
Cleveland left the magazine in 1956, he reflected: 
I have from time to time argued the virtues of making The 
Reporter more of an institution and less of an Alexander-type 
band. But it is, of course, its very onemanness, its unicellular 
structure, that gives this magazine or any magazine its personality. 
A magazine can stay in the American marketplace long after it has 
lost the force of a Benjamin Franklin, an Edward Bok or a Henry 
Mencken. But no amount of money and devotion can buy a place 
for a new magazine without a unique personality of its own. The 
Reporter’s great strength has been and will remain the one man 
whose character and sense of quality – and political outlook – is 
the magazine’s personality.93 
As we will see in Chapter 11 (Demise & Folding), Cleveland’s observation 
about this critical dilemma would prove prophetic. Even in 1949 Ascoli’s 
position as both publisher and editor-in-chief of The Reporter had been 
exceptional. Although it was a common practice among intellectuals to found 
their own magazines to create a platform for their ideas, private ownership had 
become less common during the post-war era. More and more often, these 
magazines aimed at cultural and intellectual elites received their funding from 
universities, foundations, and charitable organizations. The Nation had been 
transferred from private ownership to a nonprofit organization in 1943, 
Commentary was sponsored by the American Jewish Committee, and such 
intellectual literary magazines as Antioch Review, Kenyon Review, Partisan 
Review, and the Southern Review all found a home in academia.94 
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In 1958 Ascoli hired Irving Kristol, co-founder and co-editor of 
Encounter, as his second-in-command. This cooperation was short-lived due to 
personal as well as ideological differences. Once hired, Kristol soon discovered, 
he later recalled, “that working with – in truth, under – Max Ascoli was as 
difficult as the reports would have it. He was kind, generous, and intelligent, but 
he was egomaniacal, and sometimes tyrannical in behavior.”95 After Kristol left 
Ascoli was temporarily cured of his desire to find a successor and hired 
Theodore Draper – who had been a writer and researcher for The Reporter ever 
since its founding – to fill the associate editor position. Draper lasted less than 
six months and his feelings about working with Ascoli were similar to Kristol’s. 
“Ascoli ran the magazine as if it were an old Italian principality, not a modern 
American publication,” Draper recalled in 1995.96 
Ascoli’s search for a second-in-command continued throughout The Reporter’s 
existence, but ultimately, none of the men he hired was compatible with his idea 
of The Reporter. 
The Reporter’s Female Staff Members 
Max Ascoli never considered hiring a woman as second-in-command, but The 
Reporter did have an exceptional number of women on both its editorial and 
supporting staff. Foreign correspondent Claire Sterling, staff writers Marya 
Mannes and Barbara Carter, literary editor Nora Magid, and Washington editor 
Meg Greenfield were all exceedingly visible members of the staff – women who 
were either involved in major editorial decisions, or whose articles were 
published on a bi-weekly basis. In addition, women like Patricia Calvert, 
director of advertising from 1956 till 1958, Ann Hollyday Sharp, production 
manager from 1955 till 1963, and Shirley Katzander, director of promotion 
from 1955 till 1968, played a pivotal role on the magazine’s business side. The 
Reporter also depended to a large extent on an invisible infrastructure of female 
copy editors, assistant editors, and secretaries, as did most magazines of its 
time. 
Although The Reporter was by no means exceptional in hiring female 
writers and editors, the composition of its staff was more diverse than those of 
other prominent journals of opinion, such as The Nation and The New Republic. 
The first was headed by editor and publisher Freda Kirchwey.97 In 1949 The 
Nation also boasted a female literary editor, Margaret Marshall, an assistant 
literary editor, Caroline Whiting. By 1955, however, Freda Kirchwey retired 
and the only woman on The Nation’s masthead was advertising manager Mary 
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Simon. In 1962 Jane Stolle was listed on the masthead as United Nations 
correspondent, but by 1965 she had left the magazine. The Nation did, at this 
time, have a female poetry editor, Denise Levertov. In 1967 advertising 
manager Mary Simon, literary editor Helen Yglesias, and copy editor Marion 
Hess were the only women on the staff. 
The New Republic boasted a female political editor – Helen Fuller – as 
early as 1949. She served as head of the magazine’s Washington bureau long 
before Meg Greenfield would fill that position at The Reporter. By 1954 Fuller 
had traded her Washington editorship for the position of managing editor. In 
addition, The New Republic had a female contributing editor, Kathleen Raine. In 
1958 managing editor Helen Fuller and contributing editor Helen Hill Miller 
were the only women listed on the masthead. By 1962 they were still the only 
women, now both listed as contributing editors. This composition remained the 
same through 1967.98 
Compared to The Nation and The New Republic, then, The Reporter 
employed quite a number of women. These women were not tokens; they were 
vital members of the magazine’s editorial and supporting staff. Although it was 
not an active Reporter policy to hire women, Max Ascoli, as Meg Greenfield 
put it, was an “equal-opportunity oppressor who believed that all of us on the 
staff – men and women alike – could do anything he suggested, and damned 
well better.”99 Marya Mannes, who made an important contribution to the 
magazine’s “Views and Reviews” section, and Meg Greenfield, who served as 
the magazine’s Washington editor, were the most visible of The Reporter’s 
female staff members. 
Marya Mannes 
Marya Mannes was one of The Reporter’s most prominent female staff 
members. At a time when the American magazine industry was still a male-
dominated world, she made an important contribution to The Reporter’s 
analysis of social and cultural developments and played a crucial role in shaping 
the “Views and Reviews” section. Mannes joined The Reporter in 1952 – after a 
career as editor of and model for Vogue, portrait sculptor, and playwright – and 
for twelve years served as the magazine’s television, theater, and cultural critic. 
She contributed a total of 275 articles between 1952 and 1963 and her television 
criticism won The Reporter a George Polk Award in 1958.100 Due to her many 
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additional activities, which included books, speeches, and her own television 
talk show, Mannes was one of the Reporter staff members who enjoyed high 
visibility.101 In 1960, for example, she participated in a forum entitled “A Look 
Ahead in Journalism,” sponsored by the Columbia University Graduate School 
of Journalism.102 That same year she also addressed both the American Society 
of Newspaper Editors and the Women’s National Press Club on the 
shortcomings of the American press.103 
Mannes’ television criticism column – entitled “Channels” – first 
appeared in The Reporter in January 1953.104 The magazine thus became one of 
the first national publications to feature regular television criticism. What set 
The Reporter’s television criticism apart from that of most newspapers and 
weekly magazines was that instead of reviewing individual programs, it paid 
more attention to overarching themes and the broader implications of the new 
medium. This was due primarily to the fact that the magazine was a biweekly. 
There was too much time between issues for Mannes to merely review the 
programs she had watched. 
Mannes’ primary critique of the new medium was that it was built 
around advertising and sponsorship, which forced it to cater to the lowest 
common denominator. “In all media,” she wrote in 1953, “the death of art is to 
please all and offend none.”105 Mannes never failed to be excited about 
television’s potential. She firmly believed that television could enlighten people 
and showcased documentaries, theater productions, ballet performances, and 
other intellectually sound television programs. In addition to voicing her 
criticism in The Reporter, Mannes also contributed to a study of “The Relation 
of the Writer to Television,” initiated by the Fund for the Republic, which 
recommended that sponsors should respect the talent they hire, and writers 
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should have the right to question the tone and placement of commercial 
messages.106 
In 1959 Mannes got her own television talk show, “I Speak for Myself,” 
on New York’s WNEW, which not only gave her a chance to make her own 
contribution to the improvement of television programming, but also brought 
The Reporter a great deal of publicity. During the show Mannes delivered a 
commercial for the magazine, which led New York Times’ television critic Jack 
Gould to observe that “the assiduous TV reviewer looked as if she were 
suffering untold tortures. One would hardly have thought that, of all 
publications, The Reporter would be the first to ask its respected TV critic to 
double as a candy butcher.”107 However harrowing, Mannes efforts did bring 
The Reporter 434 new subscribers during the first few months the show aired.108 
In addition to her television criticism, Mannes contributed theater and 
book reviews, as well as a number of important articles on race relations.109 Her 
most significant contribution, however, was her satirical poetry, which provided 
The Reporter with a distinct voice. Under the pseudonym Sec – meaning dry – 
Mannes became The Reporter’s own in-house poet.110 Her poems appeared in 
the opinion-section “The Reporter’s Notes” in the front of the magazine. Sec’s 
poems often focused on topics of the day, but her social criticism was also 
directed at such major issues as nuclear testing, racial intolerance, foreign 
policy, and presidential campaign tactics. Sec’s poetry could be light and 
playful, but more often than not, it was stark and moving, as the following 
examples on nuclear warfare, the American way of life, and McCarthyism 
show.111 
 
On Limited Warfare 
Don’tcha worry, honey chile, 
 Don’tcha cry no more, 
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It’s jest a li’l ole atom bomb 
 In a li’l ole lim’ted war. 
 
It’s jest a bitsy warhead, chile, 
 On a li’le ole tactical shell, 
And all it’ll do is blow us-all 
 To a li’l ole lim’ted hell.112 
 
Return from Abroad 
The men are overfed, 
 The women overdressed, 
Too soft the daily bread, 
 Too hard the wired breast. 
The Cadillacs too wide 
 On avenues unclean, 
The spirit too belied 
 Upon too big a screen. 
The minds too timorous, 
 The doors too firmly shut, 
The air too clamorous 
 With advertising glut. 
My country ‘tis of thee 
 I sing with troubled sigh: 
For this prosperity 
 The price may be too high.113 
 
Insomnia 
Count the small liberties as they leap over the stile and disappear. 
One by one – 
One, To Differ (those who believe in other ways betray) 
Two, To Listen (this lecture is canceled; the thought might lead astray) 
Three, To See (this movie is banned because some called it obscene) 
Four, To Enter (this man cannot immigrate, he erred at eighteen) 
Five, To Read (those books are no longer permitted on the shelves) 
Six, To Be Silent (those who refuse to speak convict themselves) 
Seven, To Question (this judge who consulted his conscience must be 
impeached) 
Eight, nine, ten, eleven, twelve (the limit not yet reached) – 
Count the small liberties as they leap over the stile and disappear, 
One by one.114 
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Meg Greenfield 
Meg Greenfield was initially hired to file clippings in the Reporter library. Max 
Ascoli quickly recognized her potential and asked her to write news summaries 
for his personal use. She soon began writing articles as well. While working in 
the Reporter library, Greenfield wrote two review-essays for the magazine’s 
“Views and Reviews” section,115 but her real breakthrough came with an article 
combining literary and political analysis: “The Prose of Richard Nixon.” 
When she first proposed the article to Ascoli she had never written 
anything political, let alone anything concerning a presidential candidate at 
election time. “My male betters among the correspondents told him that I could 
never do it … and, besides, coming with my unknown name on it, it would have 
less authority. He just shut them off: ‘She thought of it. She writes it. If you’re 
so smart, you would have come up with it yourself.’”116 Greenfield’s article – 
which brutally exposed Nixon’s manipulative nature, his repetitiveness, and his 
recurrent drastic changes of position, “to cumulatively devastating effect,” as 
her colleague William Lee Miller observed – made quite an impact.117 She was 
soon promoted to staff writer and became a particular favorite of Max Ascoli’s. 
The other members of the staff were not at all pleased with Greenfield’s 
“pet” status, as some of them described her close relationship with the editor-in-
chief. “Meg Greenfield … had such a hard time finishing her articles,” Donald 
Allan – who served as managing editor during The Reporter’s final years – 
recalled. “She had one of these writer’s block personalities and Max helped her 
a lot … and was tolerant of her in a way that the rest of us were not. We used to 
get very cross with her.”118 Robert Cowley, another Reporter staff member who 
often edited Greenfield’s contributions to the Reporter’s notes, referred to her as 
“a little terror.” According to Cowley, Greenfield felt “untouchable,” because 
she could do no wrong in Ascoli’s eyes, and this made it very difficult to edit 
her pieces.119 Robert Bingham also recalled that Max Ascoli “spoiled her 
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unconscionably.… She was allowed the same privileges of tearing up foundry 
plates and so on that he was, in a way that infuriated those of us who had to 
handle the mundane aspects of journalism.”120 
Allan, Cowley, and Bingham all noted that Ascoli always had a much 
closer relationship with the women on the staff than he did with the men. 
Cowley recalled that Meg Greenfield, Barbara Carter and Claire Sterling could 
do no wrong in Ascoli’s eyes: “You didn’t edit them, or if you did, you kept a 
very discreet penpoint.”121 Allan recalled: “We used to talk of Max Ascoli and 
his all-girl band.”122 
However, being one of Ascoli’s favorites also meant taking the brunt of 
his notoriously violent dictatorial moods. “Ascoli embodied preregulation 
America,” Greenfield later reflected. “He was an erratic, irrational, brilliant, 
whimsical, sadistic Italian humanist Jew, who spotted and spoiled me, the 
youngest and last of the staff writers he brought along.” She recalled: 
Ascoli said things to everyone for which an employer would fry 
today. … He told me to sit with Maria [Marya Mannes], calling us 
the ‘big bitch’ and the ‘little bitch’ in praise of what he took to be 
our mean and useful skills: ‘And darling…’ Darling? Back to court 
so soon. We just got the ‘bitch’ thing settled. ‘Darling, I do hope it 
works and you do well because if you don’t, I’m going to have to 
fire you.’123 
Greenfield’s contribution to the “taming” of Max Ascoli, she reflected, was that 
when he threw copy on the floor because he did not like it, she was the only 
person who would not pick it up. “By today’s standards, Ascoli was a walking 
human rights violation,” Greenfield reflected, but, she conceded, “for all his 
faults, he had a genius in editing.”124 
Greenfield’s sharp and witty writing – Dan Wakefield once described 
her as a “political Dorothy Parker,” always “ready to skewer the rhetoric of 
some platitudinous politician”125 – got her transferred to The Reporter’s 
Washington office in 1961, to replace Douglass Cater while he took a three-
month leave of absence to work on his book Power in Washington. She soon 
found that as a female Washington correspondent, she was often hampered in 
doing her job. On her first day Cater took her to the National Press Club to 
show her where the wire-service ticker was, which she would need to check for 
late-breaking news: 
The club official on duty, seeing me there in the hallway with 
Doug, looked shocked and at once informed him that I could not 
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set foot in the place for any purpose that did not come under the 
strict rules that provided for ‘ladies’ presence’ at certain social 
events – and then only in certain areas of the club. Women were 
not permitted to be members …, and, contrary to Doug’s 
expectation, a woman subbing for a bureau chief would not be 
allowed to walk the ten or so feet of sacred club ground from the 
door to the ticker to check the late news for five minutes on her 
magazine’s closing day. Period. Doug, incensed, argued, but to no 
avail.126 
This incident occurred in 1961, the same year President John F. Kennedy 
created the President’s Commission on the Status of Women, chaired by 
Eleanor Roosevelt. Looking back on this incident in her autobiography 
Washington, Greenfield was startled by her own “wimpish ‘que sera, sera’ 
reaction.” It was Douglass Cater who complained. “Sore as I felt to have to 
accept this exclusion, it did not even cross my mind that I could or should do 
anything to try to get the rule reversed. I felt only that I needed to make up for it 
by getting access to another wire in some less handy place, regarding the 
outcome as just one more unreasonable inconvenience that called for extra 
effort on my part, not an inequity that I needed to challenge or fix.”127 
This was only one of the obstacles Greenfield faced as one of the few 
female reporters working in Washington, DC, during the early 1960s. She found 
that being a woman in what was, at the time, very much a man’s world, she was 
oftentimes not taken seriously as a journalist. In addition to not being allowed to 
join the National Press Club, the professional association for journalists, she 
also oftentimes failed to be invited to informal meetings of reporters with a 
senator or other government official, meetings that were essential to her 
profession because they provided vital inside information.128 Even if she was 
invited, she observed, the men who were there would be so intimidated by the 
presence of a woman that what would otherwise have been an informal 
conversation, spiced with liquor, cigar smoke and a great deal of cursing, would 
turn into something so ceremonious it resembled an official press conference. 
The purpose of the meeting would thus be negated. Looking back on this period 
Greenfield noted, somewhat startled, that she had simply accepted the 
limitations that obstructed her work as a journalist. Unlike most of her female 
colleagues in Washington, DC, who wrote primarily about the wives of 
government officials, Greenfield was a serious reporter who specialized in 
covering government policy in the area of defense and atomic weapons.129 Yet 
she did not actively challenge the limitations female journalists continued to 
face. 
In 1965, a year after she succeeded Cater as Washington editor, 
Greenfield was named by her colleagues as one of the most important 
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Washington opinion leaders. She was listed as the only woman among the ten 
most influential journalists in the capital. Despite such evidence of recognition, 
however, Greenfield’s experiences illustrate that women still faced many 
obstacles keeping them from full equality in the workplace. 
Ideological Limitations 
Despite the fact that its own female staff members were faced with such 
limitations, The Reporter never explicitly addressed the problems facing women 
in an era characterized by a persistence of traditional views of femininity and 
women’s proper sphere on the one hand, and by a continued growth of the 
female labor force on the other.130 Both the men and the women on the staff 
were convinced that in order to be considered equal, women needed to adjust to 
male standards. In this respect, as in many others, The Reporter was distinctly a 
magazine of the 1950s. Its ideological background prevented it from 
questioning the status quo and asking meaningful questions about women’s 
place in society. In this respect, its coverage of the obstacles women faced in 
entering public life was similar to its coverage of the challenges African 
Americans had to confront in their struggle for equal rights. In both cases the 
focus was firmly on positive examples – which, with hindsight, can be more 
accurately labeled positive exceptions. An early example is the 1950 article 
“Queen of the Democrats” by Beverly Bowie. Although Bowie pointed out in 
the opening paragraph that “the United States … actually boasts very few 
women in posts of strategic power,” the remainder of the article was devoted to 
the shining example of India Edwards, executive director of the women’s 
division of the Democratic National Committee.131 Another example of this 
focus on positive examples is a 1956 article about women voters. Once again 
The Reporter acknowledged the many obstacles women faced when running for 
public office, but focused attention on progress: the creation of the New York 
County Democratic Women’s Workshop, aimed at enabling women to take 
their place in the political arena.132 When staff writer Naomi Barko proposed an 
article on the role of women in politics, focusing on the obstacles and prejudices 
these women faced, Ascoli was only “lukewarm” about the idea, arguing that 
“the best way of considering women is to consider them as if they were men.”133 
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This comment characterized The Reporter’s conviction that all that was needed 
for women to attain equality in the workplace was hard work and adjustment. 
This attitude did not leave much room to address the question of women’s place 
in society, the construct of femininity, and the enforced gender roles that formed 
a major obstacle to any woman seeking an active role in public life. 
From the start, The Reporter had been explicitly aimed at both men and 
women. During the trial period educated women were singled out as one of the 
prospective audience groups at which the magazine would be directed. Madge 
Brown – a researcher-writer stationed in Washington, DC – addressed a 
promotion letter to “the thousands of busy women in America who have 
discovered of late that the bright fund of information you had acquired during 
your four college years somehow doesn’t equip you anymore for an 
understanding of today’s world.... That today’s world of a $2 billion atomic 
bomb, a $5 billion program of European aid, $1,25 meat, a 70-group air force, 
an automobile with three wheels, an existentialist philosophy cannot be 
interpreted in terms of the depression years and the New Deal.”134 The Reporter 
would, however, be read predominantly by men. In 1958 70.1 percent of The 
Reporter’s readership consisted of men and by 1962 this had increased to 72.2 
percent. As the 1960s progressed, however, the percentage of female readers 
increased somewhat, to 31.7 in 1965.135 This may have been due to the fact that 
more women were entering the workplace. It was certainly not due to a change 
in The Reporter’s editorial line or choice of subject matter. The Reporter never 
explicitly addressed women or tailored its coverage to women’s specific 
interests. In Max Ascoli’s opinion The Reporter did not need to cater 
specifically to women; the magazine was aimed at “responsible citizens” of 
both sexes and the predominantly political subjects it covered were just as much 
of interest to women as they were to men. As a result, Reporter articles about 
women were few and far between and almost always appeared in the back of the 
book and did not feature explicit social or political commentary.  
The only exception is a 1950 analysis of the new, postwar generation of 
women by Mildred Adams, who acknowledged that a great deal of progress had 
been made toward equality of the sexes during the 1920s, but that something 
was still missing: “It would seem that the culture-at-large has not yet found an 
adequate solution for the conflict of the intellectually well-trained woman in our 
society. Marriage she may have, babies she may have, a job she may have: but 
happiness, which many of her kind define as the complete use of all her 
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faculties and abilities, and due credit for that use, still eludes her.”136 More than 
a decade before the publication of The Feminine Mystique, Adams thus 
acknowledged what Betty Friedan would label “the problem that has no name” 
– the vague feelings of dissatisfaction and desperation experienced by many 
educated women who stayed home as wives and mothers. It was not until 1960 
that this discussion “burst like a boil through the image of the happy American 
housewife.”137 
Apart from this one article, however, The Reporter failed to publish any 
pieces that openly addressed the larger historical and ideological context of the 
social constraints women faced at this time. In 1950, for example, Mary 
McCarthy contributed a two-part article on women’s magazines – entitled “Up 
the Ladder from Charm to Vogue” – which hinted at the role these magazine’s 
played in the construction of femininity and the resulting constraints that 
complicated the lives of women, but failed to address them overtly.138 Philip 
Horton was ambivalent about the article, as he wrote to Max Ascoli: 
The consensus of the staff seems to be pretty unanimous – namely, 
that it’s a good piece, which is extremely entertaining to read, with 
some very sharp insights. It can be criticized, and I do criticize it 
sharply myself, for a lack of broader significance. ... Even though 
Mary’s piece doesn’t have the breadth of grasp and tolerance of 
vision we like to get into the magazine, it does have the 
inflammable, controversial character that is sometimes much more 
successful in attracting reader attention.139 
The same can be said of Naomi Barko’s 1953 “A Woman Looks At Men’s 
Magazines,” which addressed the construct of masculinity, but without drawing 
any conclusions about enforced gender roles.140 
In 1953 The Reporter published an exceedingly negative review of 
Simone de Beauvoir’s The Second Sex, which had just been translated into 
English. The review, by Dwight Macdonald, captures The Reporter’s ideas 
about equality of the sexes. Macdonald noted that De Beauvoir had “carried the 
feminist grievance so far that it defeats the feminist argument.” Although she 
emphasized that women’s inferior position was imposed by a predominantly 
male culture, the biological differences between the sexes formed an important 
focus of her book. She argued that with the advances of modern technology – 
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including contraception and abortion – women could overcome their physical 
disadvantages. By focusing on those physical disadvantages at all, however, 
Macdonald argued, the book actually played into the hands of those who argued 
that women’s inherent inferiority made it impossible for them to compete with 
men. As a result, he argued, De Beauvoir’s book could not possibly serve as a 
rallying call for social change.141 By focusing on its shortcomings Macdonald 
thus failed to grasp its larger implications. During the 1960s and 1970s De 
Beauvoir’s work would play a pivotal role in the women’s liberation movement. 
The Reporter, clearly, did not believe that such a movement was necessary. 
During the early 1950s Marya Mannes addressed the cult of femininity 
in a number of satirical sketches, one of which featured the restrictions of 
girdles and corsets as a metaphor for the – oftentimes self-inflicted – limitations 
women faced.142 In a satirical portrait of a “lady editor” Mannes ridiculed the 
ideal that the American woman was expected to fulfill: “She is the editor of a 
nation-wide woman’s magazine, a TV guest, a smart dresser, a good cook, an 
excellent hostess, a mother, and a wife.” However, Mannes concluded, what this 
successful, seemingly perfectly fulfilled woman missed was an identity of her 
own.143 Although this conclusion, predating the emergence of the women’s 
liberation movement by over a decade, is noteworthy, the fact that it came in the 
more marginal form of satire somewhat diminishes its significance. It can be 
argued that in a magazine that was usually very explicit in articulating its 
ideological stance, satire did not form the most compelling means of asserting a 
position. Both Marya Mannes and Meg Greenfield specialized in articles with a 
satirical undertone. This may in fact have been a deliberate survival strategy on 
the part of these two women working in a predominantly male environment, a 
context in which women writing satire were less likely to be perceived as a 
threat than women writing serious or even polemical articles about significant 
social and political issues. 
In 1960 Mannes did write a more explicit social critique, but it was 
published in the New York Times Magazine instead of The Reporter. The article 
– entitled “Female Intelligence: Who Wants It?” – was an analysis of the cult of 
domesticity, which was keeping women from entering the workplace and living 
up to their full potential. Mannes pointed to the paradoxical fact that while more 
and more women went to college, about sixty percent of them dropped out 
before graduation to get married and start a family. This, Mannes argued, was a 
terrible waste. A career woman herself, Mannes explored the underlying social 
pressures that pushed women to choose domesticity over personal fulfillment 
and independence and pointed to changes that would have to be made in order 
to persuade women to enter the workplace. Women who wanted to work outside 
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the home, she argued, should be able to hire outside help and they should not be 
judged for doing so. Mannes suggested: “We might begin to consider a pattern 
of community-supported nurseries which would permit the woman who cannot 
afford help to pursue her profession at least partially free from the continuous 
demands of child care.” In addition, she argued that in college, “there should … 
be a division … between students merely marking time before marriage and 
girls seriously bent on a career or profession.” The latter could then enter the 
workplace “on the same basis as that for equally qualified men – not, that is, as 
an interim occupation but as a chosen, sustained career.” Women themselves, 
Mannes argued, would have to make certain sacrifices to attain these goals: “If 
work is important to her she cannot allow herself the luxury of a large family or 
the kind of man who insists on one. … She must be prepared to fight for the 
freedom she wants at the risk of loneliness and the denial of a number of things 
dear to any woman.” Finally, men would have to change their perception of 
women, accepting them as equal partners.144 Mannes clearly had outspoken 
ideas about women’s role in society, but The Reporter was not interested in 
publishing those views unless they were shrouded in satire. While Mannes’ 
satirical sketches in The Reporter never drew much response, her article for the 
New York Times Magazine made quite an impact. It drew such a substantial 
response that the magazine devoted a special section to these letters to the 
editor.145 The Reporter was clearly not the right medium for reaching the young 
housewives Mannes addressed in her article. 
In 1962 The Reporter turned down the offer to publish a prepublication 
excerpt from Betty Friedan’s book The Feminine Mystique. The magazine thus 
failed to acknowledge the importance of Friedan’s book, which, by identifying 
the reigning ideology that women could only achieve true happiness as wives 
and mothers as a serious social problem, would set in motion the second wave 
of American feminism. This decision was in line, however, with The Reporter’s 
conception of gender relations. Nora Magid, who made this decision, declared: 
“It seems to me that the writer is fighting an old, old battle and a tiresome one. 
MacLean’s magazine was once asked why it did not carry a woman’s column or 
feature, and its answer was that women are people, and that it would not divide 
its pages into men’s pages and women’s pages. I hope that The Reporter feels 
likewise.”146 When The Feminine Mystique was published in 1963, The 
Reporter did not review it. 
It can be concluded that although The Reporter welcomed female 
contributors and staff members, the magazine reflected the reserve toward 
gender issues that characterized the 1950s. The magazine’s firm belief in the 
American social, political, and ideological system prevented it from ever 
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supporting the drastic measures of the women’s liberation movement, or such 
measures as affirmative action. The Reporter’s editors – both male and female – 
were convinced that the system worked and that it offered equality of 
opportunity to all Americans. It was this belief in the existing American social, 
political, and ideological system that prevented The Reporter from lending its 
support to the protest movements of the 1960s, which questioned this basic 
belief and aimed to challenge the status quo. 
 
 Chapter 3 – Financial Background & 
Readership 
This chapter examines The Reporter’s business side, including the magazine’s 
financial background, advertising policy, and its circulation and readership. The 
Reporter’s failure to attain financial solvency not only forms a partial 
explanation for the magazine’s ultimate demise, it also provides imperative 
insight into the magazine’s journalistic independence and objectivity. Based on 
the limited material found in the magazine’s archives, this chapter presents the 
version of events publicly projected by the magazine itself. Chapter 9 
(Propaganda, Policy, and Covert Operations) provides an alternative 
interpretation of The Reporter’s financial background, placing it in the larger 
context of the emergence of the Cold War state-private network and the 
prominent role of private individuals and organizations in covert operations at 
this time. There is more to any magazine than its editorial content and in order 
to fully grasp the impact and influence of a magazine such as The Reporter it is 
essential to examine not only its editorial stance, but its readership as well. 
Although the information available on the reception of the magazine by 
“ordinary” readers is limited, this chapter does take a closer look at the size and 
composition of The Reporter’s readership. 
The Reporter’s Financial Background 
As we have seen, The Reporter was privately financed by Max and Marion 
Ascoli. In 1947, when the first discussions about the magazine project took 
place, the founders agreed that its success would be measured “first of all by the 
merit of its reporting and writing, and only secondarily by its circulation and 
income.” The Reporter was, however, founded on the assumption that it would 
eventually become self-sustaining and even profitable. The founders expected, 
somewhat audaciously, that the magazine would break even at the beginning of 
its third year.1 The Reporter would then become a profitable enterprise and 
stock would be made available to the management and senior staff members.2 
Until that time, Marion Ascoli was prepared to finance the magazine from her 
private funds.3 It soon became clear that the magazine would fall short of these 
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1947, box 1, folder 4, MAC. 
2 Fortnightly Publishing Company to Philip Horton, TLS (cc), 12 August, 1949, box 85, folder 1, 
MAC. 
3 According to Peter Ascoli, the Ascolis’ son, Marion Ascoli was actively involved with the 
business side of the magazine. In fact, Peter Ascoli believes that Nathan Levin, the Ascolis’ 
financial adviser who set up the business construction that enabled them to finance The Reporter, 
discussed the magazine’s affairs more frequently with Marion than with Max Ascoli. Max Ascoli 
only occasionally attended meetings about the business side of the magazine. Marion Ascoli did 
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high expectations. Despite the fact that The Reporter quickly found its niche in 
the magazine marketplace – its circulation increasing 183 percent during the 
decade between 1952 and 1962 – it was not until 1965 that its circulation 
reached the break-even mark of 200,000. 
With its glossy paper, full-color covers, offices in New York and 
Washington, DC, and its in-depth investigative reporting – the 1952 China 
Lobby exposé alone cost the magazine at least $15,000 – The Reporter was an 
expensive magazine to run. To establish a place for itself The Reporter had to 
lure writers away from the established platforms of opinion by paying higher 
rates than such journals as Partisan Review and Politics, and matching the rates 
of The Nation and The New Republic.4 During its first years The Reporter paid 
ten cent a word. The most prominent among its regular contributors received an 
even higher word-rate. Isaac Deutscher, for example, received 14 cents a word.5 
Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., at one point even protested the height of his fee: “On 
returning from a week’s lecture tour I found a letter from your Miss Davis 
stating that The Reporter intends to pay me $750 for the Wilmot piece,” he 
wrote Max Ascoli in early 1952. “While I believe this to be a superb piece, I do 
not think you should pay me $750 for it. What I would suggest is that we 
continue under the arrangement of fifteen cents per word, but that we establish a 
ceiling of $500 except in extraordinary circumstances.”6 By 1955 The Reporter 
no longer used a standard rate of ten cents a word. Instead, rates depended on 
type and length of copy and the author’s standing.7 Regular contributors still 
received top rates of 12 to 15 cents a word.8 By the early 1960s an average 
length article in The Reporter commanded a fee from $350 to $600 and the 
magazine paid upward of $1000 for feature stories of unusual length and 
quality.9 To compare, in 1968 Harper’s paid $500 for an average article. In 
special cases the magazine might pay as much as $750, but only on rare 
occasions would a contributor be paid $1000.10 
From the start, the magazine formed a source of actual and potential tax 
problems for the Ascolis. Throughout The Reporter’s existence there was the 
                                                                                                                                  
not interfere with the magazine’s editorial side; that was Max Ascoli’s department. Peter M. 
Ascoli, e-mail message to author, 22 December, 2001; Donald Allan, interview with author, 
Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 14 August 2001. 
4 In his biography of Dwight Macdonald, Michael Wreszin notes that by the early 1950s “the 
former contributors to Politics, Partisan Review, and other little magazines were now finding 
assignments with large-circulation magazines, such as the Reporter at ten cents a word or even 
the New Republic, which was paying more.” Michael Wreszin, A Rebel In Defense Of Tradition: 
The Life and Politics of Dwight Macdonald (New York: Basic Books, 1994), 278. 
5 MA to Business Office, memorandum (cc), 16 April 1953, box 55, folder 14, MAC; Philip 
Horton to Isaac Deutscher, TLS (cc), 22 May 1957, box 45, folder 7, MAC. 
6 Arthur Schlesinger, Jr. to MA, TLS, 8 April 1952, box 64, folder 8, MAC. 
7 MA to Madeleine Chapsal, TLS (cc), 1 March 1955, box 54, folder 3, MAC. 
8 See, for example, Philip Horton to Alastair Buchan, TLS (cc), 9 January 1959, box 44, folder 9, 
MAC; Philip Horton to Edmond Taylor, TLS (cc), 31 May 1957, box 38, folder 3, MAC; and 
Memorandum, 19 November 1958, box 21, folder 3, MAC. 
9 Memorandum, n.d. [1962/1963?], box 5, folder 1, MAC. 
10 John Fischer to MA, TLS, 24 January 1968, box 160, folder 1, MAC. 
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risk that the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) would consider the magazine not as 
a “business entered into for profit,” but as a “hobby,” which meant that the 
Ascolis would not be able to claim The Reporter’s deficits as deductible 
business losses. Even if the IRS was willing to consider The Reporter a 
“business entered into for profit,” the Ascolis faced another major problem. 
Under the Marshall Field amendment,11 any business that had lost money for 
more than four years, and continued to lose more than $50,000 in the fifth year, 
would be subject to a limitation of the deduction of business losses for those 
five years up to $50,000 per taxpayer per year retroactively. This meant that 
together the Ascolis could deduct a total of up to $100,000 a year. It was clear 
from the start that the Reporter losses would vastly exceed this amount. In fact, 
the total of The Reporter’s losses between 1948 and 1952 exceeded $3 
million.12 
By the end of 1951 it became clear that The Reporter would not be 
making a profit any time soon. This was the end of the project’s fourth year – 
the Ascolis large-scale financial involvement having begun in 1948 – and, 
therefore, the year the Marshall Field amendment came into force. Marion and 
Max Ascoli had to decide whether they would continue to finance The Reporter 
from their private funds, thereby risking payment of large amounts in taxes for 
the preceding years as well as the years to come. The time had come to decide 
whether The Reporter was a viable undertaking. After much discussion Max 
and Marion Ascoli decided that they would continue to support The Reporter. 
To avoid the penalties of the Marshall Field amendment, the partnership was 
changed to a corporation, and from 1952 to 1955 The Reporter was funded by 
advances from Max and Marion Ascoli to “The Reporter Magazine Company.” 
During this period the frequent discussions about termination continued, due to 
the large amounts needed to keep The Reporter afloat.13 
The Reporter would operate at a loss throughout its existence and if 
Nathan Levin – the Ascolis’ financial adviser – and Harlan Cleveland had not 
found a way to off-set those losses, the magazine would have had a much 
briefer life. In 1954 Cleveland took it upon himself to interest “persons 
sympathetic to Max’s ideas” in investing money in The Reporter. This idea 
itself was not very effective – Cleveland brought in only one partner, Paul 
Nitze, the former director of policy planning at the State Department and the 
principal author of NSC-6814 – but it led to a much more effective method of 
                                                     
11 The Marshall Field amendment was attached to the tax law for the first time in 1944 and was 
eliminated in 1954. Nathan Levin to Marion Ascoli, Shirley Katzander, R.C. Barnard, Leo 
Gottlieb, Fowler Hamilton, “Financial History of The Reporter-Fortnightly 1948-1977,” 
memorandum, December 1983, box 215, MAC. 
12 It should be noted that The Reporter’s losses also generated $1,5 in tax savings, leaving $1,5 of 
actual costs for the Ascolis. Nathan Levin to Marion Ascoli, Shirley Katzander, R.C. Barnard, 
Leo Gottlieb, Fowler Hamilton, “Financial History of The Reporter-Fortnightly 1948-1977,” 
memorandum, December 1983, box 215, MAC. 
13 Ibid. 
14 Written in 1950, NSC-68 was a highly influential secret National Security Council document 
which lay the foundation for American national security policy during the Cold War by 
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alleviating The Reporter’s financial problems. While trying to persuade people 
to become partners in The Reporter enterprise, Nathan Levin and Harlan 
Cleveland met Arnold Maremont, who, instead of signing a check to become a 
partner, introduced them to Raymond Shaw, the owner of Chek-Chart, a 
company publishing automotive service books, located in Chicago. Chek-Chart 
became the first of a number of profitable investments, which would, for quite 
some time, keep The Reporter afloat. Nathan Levin later commented: “This was 
the turning point in the financial history of The Reporter because without the 
future earnings that Chek-Chart was to provide, it is questionable that The 
Reporter would have survived.”15 
In 1955 the Chek-Chart Corporation merged with The Reporter 
Magazine Company, forming a corporation named the Fortnightly Corporation 
of which Levin was appointed president.16 As such Levin was responsible for 
finding and managing new profitable business ventures. He also played a crucial 
role in managing The Reporter’s business affairs, “providing cash as it was 
needed for losses, advertising, circulation, union problems, legal problems, tax 
problems, etc.”17 During the years that followed Fortnightly Corporation 
acquired a number of profitable companies to compensate for The Reporter’s 
losses. The first two were Clarksburg Television Cable, Inc. and Fairmont 
Television Cable, Inc., both in West Virginia, acquired in 1957 and 1958. In 
1960 Fortnightly bought Automobile Invoice Service Company, followed in 
1961 by Schwager Wood, which specialized in electrical switches, operators, 
and accessories. Finally, in 1963, Fortnightly bought WBOY Radio and 
Television, also in West Virginia.18 As Levin pointed out in a report written 
upon the conclusion of all Fortnightly business in 1983: “From 1948 to 1955 the 
Ascolis had provided the total financing of the magazine. The need for 
subsequent advances was reduced by earnings arising from the initial 
acquisition of Chek-Chart. In fact, earnings accrued from Chek-Chart and other 
                                                                                                                                  
emphasizing that the Soviet Union intended to systematically spread Communism across the 
globe and calling for an increased US military buildup to contain this expansion. 
15 Nathan Levin to Marion Ascoli, Shirley Katzander, R.C. Barnard, Leo Gottlieb, Fowler 
Hamilton, “Financial History of The Reporter-Fortnightly 1948-1977,” memorandum, December 
1983, box 215, MAC. 
16 The parent corporation had initially been named NWL Corporation (Nathan Levin’s initials), 
but the name was soon changed to Fortnightly Corporation. The equity of this parent corporation 
was divided as follows: Marion Ascoli, 80 percent; Max Ascoli, 10 percent; Nathan Levin, 10 
percent, of which he later transferred 10 percent to John Borghi, who served as The Reporter’s, 
general manager from 1957 till 1968, leaving 9 percent for himself. 
17 In 1960, Levin moved his operations to an office adjacent to The Reporter’s 660 Madison 
Avenue headquarters. 
18 Nathan Levin to Marion Ascoli, Shirley Katzander, R.C. Barnard, Leo Gottlieb, Fowler 
Hamilton, “Financial History of The Reporter-Fortnightly 1948-1977,” memorandum, December 
1983, box 215, MAC. See also: “Reporter Mag Buys Rust Craft’s WBOY,” Radio Television 
Daily 92, no. 48 (March 12, 1963), 1, 3 and “Sanford Randolph, an oral history,” as told to 
Marlowe Froke, November 1987, The Cable Center, 
http://www.cablecenter.org/library/collections/oral_histories/history_detail.cfm? 
SelectedHistory=21 (March 18, 2005). 
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ventures were eventually not only to cover the losses but also to repay the 
previous advances.”19 
The Reporter’s Advertising Strategy 
Clearly, The Reporter was never a truly commercial magazine. Although the 
Ascoli’s were hoping to break even after the first few years, making a profit was 
not their primary objective. This lack of commercial incentive is especially 
apparent in the magazine’s advertising policy. There was no advertising in early 
issues of The Reporter, a decision that was explained as follows: “You will 
notice that this first issue of The Reporter carries no commercial advertising. It 
is our policy not to solicit such advertising for the first six months of 
publication. When twelve issues of The Reporter have been published we will 
know who reads our magazine and what they think of it, at which time we will 
open our pages to advertisers.”20 During the trial-period Max Ascoli had 
decided, after consulting with a number of advisers, that it would be better to 
acquire an audience first, which could then be used to draw in advertisers. 
In 1948 Wallace Carroll warned Max Ascoli that advertising, not 
circulation was going to be The Reporter’s major problem: “Advertising will 
not come by itself as soon as we collect an audience. … Our only chance of 
getting the advertising we need is to convince advertisers that we have a special 
kind of audience to which they can address a special kind of message.”21 
Richard Callanan, who served as The Reporter’s general manager after Carroll 
left the magazine, was well aware of the importance of advertising, but had a 
difficult time convincing Max Ascoli that advertising formed “the economic 
basis of publishing in America.” He pointed out that “the magazine is ‘given 
away’ to the reader … in order to get circulation, and the advertiser pays the rest 
of the bills plus the profit. When I say the magazine is given away,” he 
continued, “I mean only that the reader pays only a fraction of the real costs of 
the magazine. … The major burden of costs plus profit must be borne by the 
advertiser.”22 Callanan made it clear that although The Reporter would be 
privately funded, if the magazine was to survive in the long term, Ascoli could 
not afford to defy this basic law of magazine publishing. In attracting lucrative 
advertisers, the magazine’s physical appearance played just as important a role 
as its editorial stance. Despite Callanan’s urgent plea, however, Ascoli’s 
responsibilities as editor-in-chief would, throughout The Reporter’s existence, 
take precedence over his responsibilities as publisher, and advertising, 
distribution and promotion were among the items lowest on his list of priorities. 
                                                     
19 Nathan Levin to Marion Ascoli, Shirley Katzander, R.C. Barnard, Leo Gottlieb, Fowler 
Hamilton, “Financial History of The Reporter-Fortnightly 1948-1977,” memorandum, December 
1983, box 215, MAC. 
20 The Reporter 1, no. 1 (April 26, 1949), 1. Italics in original. 
21 Wallace Carroll to MA, memorandum, 23 March 1948, box 83, folder 4, MAC. 
22 Richard Callanan to MA, memorandum, n.d. [1948?], box 2, folder 1, MAC. 
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The Reporter did hire an advertising manager in August 1949 and began 
accepting advertisements in 1950. The number of advertising pages in the 
magazine did not, however, begin to expand until 1952, as Figure 1 illustrates. 
This upsurge coincided with a sizeable increase in circulation. In 1952 The 
Reporter reached a circulation of 60,000. Clearly, the magazine had found its 
niche. Figure 1 also illustrates that this upsurge was relatively short-lived. As 
Richard Callanan had pointed out to Max Ascoli shortly before The Reporter’s 
first issue was published, the magazine would need at least twenty pages of 
advertising to break even. It was not until 1959 that this mark was finally 
reached and it was not until 1961 that The Reporter actually achieved an annual 
average of twenty pages of advertising per issue. 
The magazine’s advertising department was never been able to operate 
very effectively because advertising was not a priority. As a result, it was 
burdened with a large turnover. None of The Reporter’s advertising managers 
stayed on for more than a couple of years.23 Consequently, it was very difficult 
for the magazine to develop a consistent advertising policy and a long-term 
strategy for acquiring new advertisers. When Cleveland became executive 
editor in 1953, he made it his goal to expand The Reporter’s advertising 
revenue as well as its circulation. Advertising and promotion thus became top 
priorities. During the three years that followed Cleveland was instrumental in 
devising an overall strategy to appeal to prospective advertisers. This overall 
strategy was based on the notion that The Reporter was read by America’s 
foremost opinion leaders. 
                                                     
23 In 1951 Houston Boyles, the magazine’s first advertising manager, was succeeded by Richard 
Lyon, who, in turn, was succeeded by Edward Roeder, Jr., in 1952. Roeder, Jr., left the magazine 
after a year and was followed by William Reardon, who stayed on until 1956. Reardon was 
succeeded by Patricia Calvert, who, in turn, was followed by Harry R. Davis in 1958. Davis 
served as director of advertising until 1963, when he was succeeded by E. Lawrence White, Jr., 
who was followed by Roger J. Lederer in 1965. Lederer served as The Reporter’s director of 
advertising until May 1968. With only four issues to go, the magazine did not need a director of 
advertising after that. 
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Figure 1: Average Number of Advertising Pages per Issue
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Focus on Opinion Leadership 
In 1955 Harlan Cleveland initiated a detailed study of the workings of opinion 
leadership entitled “How America Makes Up Its Mind.” Most Americans, 
Cleveland argued, based their views of politics and current affairs on opinions 
expressed by local or national opinion leaders. This group of people included 
businessmen, financial leaders, lawyers and judges, educators, clergymen, 
scientists and engineers, government officials, civic leaders, and journalists and 
leaders in mass communications: 
The opinion-leader in America is a man or woman who (a) is 
recognized by his own circle as an “authority” – either because of 
position or knowledge – in some field of endeavor. (b) tends 
therefore to be looked to for opinions on other subjects of public 
concern. (c) has a reasonably wide horizontal “reach” of usable 
contacts with other opinion-leaders.24 
This group, according to Cleveland’s calculations, comprised a total of 555,400 
people. This is a much broader category than what has been defined as the 
intellectual elite. Julie Hover and Charles Kadushin, for example, have defined 
this group as follows: “Persons who deal with high quality abstract ideas on 
matters of values and esthetics, who communicate their judgments on these 
                                                     
24 “How America Makes Up Its Mind: Preliminary Findings of a Study of Opinion Leadership 
Conducted by The Reporter, the Magazine of Facts and Ideas,” n.d. [1955?], box 5, folder 3, 
MAC. 
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matters in a non-technical way to a fairly general audience.”25 In his 1974 book 
The American Intellectual Elite, Kadushin concluded that at the time there were 
roughly 200 leading American intellectuals.26 It can be argued then that The 
Reporter’s potential audience was much broader than that of the intellectual 
journals of opinion. 
Cleveland argued that these opinion leaders were active readers who, in 
order to form their opinions, had traditionally depended on specialized 
professional publications, newspapers, news magazines, and journals of 
opinion. The Reporter, as we have seen, aimed to provide an alternative to such 
news and opinions. According to Cleveland opinion leaders needed “more facts 
and ideas about fewer subjects.”27 In order to interpret the news and put it in its 
proper long-range context opinion leaders needed background information, not 
just new facts and opinions. This was exactly what The Reporter offered, 
Cleveland argued. 
In his study Cleveland pointed to The Reporter’s readership surveys 
which showed that the magazine was read by opinion leaders in five important 
fields: mass communications, education, business and industry, religion, and 
government. Even more importantly, there was a concentration of Reporter 
readers in New York and Washington, DC, which, according to Cleveland, 
formed the hub “from which ideas, attitudes and styles radiate out to the 
nation’s smaller cities, towns, and countryside.”28 Clearly, Cleveland’s focus on 
opinion makers was motivated first and foremost by political considerations. 
The Reporter wanted to reach opinion makers, not because they would attract 
advertisers, but because they could help disseminate the worldview and specific 
the magazine offered. In the material aimed at advertisers Cleveland put a spin 
on this by arguing that in buying “quality products and luxuries” – Scotch, a 
car, a hi-fi system, a trip to Europe – the average person took his cue from 
opinion leaders and trendsetters, just as he did in forming his opinion on current 
affairs: “Today’s style-setters are the opinion-leaders, and because they live in a 
goldfish bowl of publicity, every advertiser … needs to be concerned about 
what they drink, what schools they choose for their children … what they eat 
and wear and drive, what they read, where they travel, what music they listen to 
and what they play it on.” By advertising in The Reporter companies that sold 
such “quality products” not only reached an appropriate audience, but reached 
                                                     
25 Julie Hover and Charles Kadushin, “Influential Intellectual Journals: A Very Private Club,” 
Change Magazine 4, no. 2 (March 1972), 38. 
26 Charles Kadushin, The American Intellectual Elite (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 
1974), 19. 
27 “How America Makes Up Its Mind: Preliminary Findings of a Study of Opinion Leadership 
Conducted by The Reporter, the Magazine of Facts and Ideas,” n.d. [1955?], box 5, folder 3, 
MAC. 
28 Ibid. 
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opinion leaders who would pass their advertising message on to an ever larger 
audience.29 
On the basis of Cleveland’s report, the promotion department 
commissioned an audience survey, conducted by an independent marketing 
research bureau. The additional information about The Reporter’s readership 
provided by this survey was used to develop an advertising sales tool that 
presented The Reporter to potential advertisers as a means to reach America’s 
foremost opinion leaders. To demonstrate that The Reporter’s influence 
exceeded its circulation figure – which at the time was 115,000 – the sales tool 
included a list of radio and television commentators who had quoted the 
magazine during the past year. This list included such pioneers of television 
news broadcasting as CBS newscaster Edward R. Murrow, CBS correspondent 
Eric Sevareid, and NBC newscaster Chet Huntley, as well as commentators 
from radio and television stations around the country. Usually, such quotes 
came from the magazine’s articles and editorials, but The Reporter’s promotion 
department pointed in particular to a CBS radio broadcast that aired in 
December 1955, in which Edward R. Murrow had read an advertisement that 
had been placed in The Reporter by the Western Newspaper Union. “It was the 
first time,” the promotion material read, “a printed advertisement got a pass-
along ‘listenership’ of 2,500,000 – and the first ‘commercial’ the distinguished 
newsman has ever read.” The sales tool also listed major newspapers that 
quoted Reporter editorials and based their own editorials on Reporter articles. 
These included the New York Times, as well as a long list of prominent regional 
newspapers. Columnists who frequently quoted The Reporter included Drew 
Pearson, author of the “Washington Merry-Go-Round,” Herbert Elliston of the 
Washington Post, and Murray Kempton of Newsday. A list of special-interest 
publications that frequently quoted or reprinted from The Reporter included 
Forbes, Democratic Digest, League of Women Voters Bulletin, Advertising Age, 
Catholic Digest, and Commonweal. Organizations that ordered reprints of 
Reporter articles for their members included the American Jewish Committee, 
the New York City Board of Education, the US Committee for the United 
Nations, and the National Federation of Business and Professional Women’s 
Clubs. The sales tool also included lists of prominent paid subscribers from the 
fields of mass communications, education, business and industry, religion, and 
government. These lists included editors of prominent newspapers and 
magazines; executives of companies such as IBM, Coca-Cola, and Columbia 
Records; university presidents, deans, and professors; principals of High 
Schools throughout the country; senators, representatives, and members of the 
White House staff, as well as a number of mayors, governors, and supreme 
court justices.30 
                                                     
29 “How America Makes Up Its Mind: Preliminary Findings of a Study of Opinion Leadership 
Conducted by The Reporter, the Magazine of Facts and Ideas,” n.d. [1955?], box 5, folder 3, 
MAC. 
30 Promotion Department to The Reporter Advertising Sales Staff, “The Reporter: The Magazine 
of Facts and Ideas,” Fact Sheet, n.d. [1956?], box 5, folder 3, MAC. 
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As Figure 1 demonstrates, Cleveland’s efforts resulted in a marked 
increase in advertising for The Reporter. Even more importantly, the magazine 
began to attract a different type of advertising. Until the mid-1950s, book clubs, 
record clubs, publishers, and other magazines formed the staple of The 
Reporter’s advertising.31 This type of advertising was the least profitable kind.32 
From 1958 on, the advertising department’s increased efforts brought in liquor 
advertising, travel advertising, as well as corporate advertising. The Reporter 
had brought about a shift in advertisers’ perception of the magazine’s 
readership. Advertisers no longer perceived The Reporter’s readers as people 
interested in middlebrow culture – history, books, art, and records – as had been 
the case throughout the early 1950s. From the mid-1950s on the magazine’s 
advertising was aimed at sophisticated, widely-traveled, well-educated readers. 
Whether this shift in advertisers’ perception of The Reporter’s readership 
coincided with a shift in the magazine’s actual readership will be discussed in 
the next section. 
It can be debated whether advertisers such as Grand Marnier, Remy 
Martin, Kahlua, Mercedes-Benz, Japan Airlines, and Europe Summer Tours, 
truly chose The Reporter because of Cleveland’s opinion leader story. It seems 
more likely that they simply recognized that the magazine attracted an audience 
similar to that of such leading consumer magazines as Harper’s, The Atlantic, 
The New Yorker, and the Saturday Review. In addition to the lists of prominent 
figures who read and quoted The Reporter, the advertising sales tool also 
contained important information from the readership survey. Advertisements in 
The Reporter, this survey showed, reached an audience that was mature, well-
educated, widely-traveled, and earned an exceptionally high average income. 
This kind of information probably interested potential advertisers a great deal 
more than the fact that The Reporter’s readers frequently wrote letters to their 
congressman, senator, or other government officials and that 98 percent of them 
voted in the last presidential election. In terms of readership and, consequently, 
potential advertisers, The Reporter was in direct competition not with the 
journals of opinion, which depended primarily on advertising in the book club 
and publishers category, but with Harper’s, The Atlantic, The New Yorker, and 
the Saturday Review. The Reporter offered advertisers a similar type of reader, 
but because it was relatively new it had lower advertising rates. In 1956, when 
                                                     
31 During its existence The Reporter frequently published ads for the following magazines and 
newspapers, including a number of direct competitors: The Manchester Guardian, Punch, The 
American Scholar, Encounter, Foreign Affairs, The Wall Street Journal, National Review, 
Newsweek, The New Leader, Christian Science Monitor, U.S. News & World Report, The Nation, 
The Saturday Review, The Economist, Harper’s, and The Atlantic. 
32 Throughout its existence The Reporter also frequently printed public service announcements, 
including ads for civil defense, US Savings Bonds, the 1952 “See You at the Polls” campaign, 
and the Peace Corps. Such advertisements complemented the magazine’s public service 
objectives and were published free of charge. The magazine also frequently printed ads for the 
American Cancer Society, Foster Parents’ Plan, the Red Cross, the Save the Children Federation, 
the National Foundation for Infantile Paralysis, and other charitable organizations. The Reporter 
thus served as an additional outlet for Marian Ascoli’s extensive philanthropical work. 
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Cleveland’s new advertising strategy was first initiated, The Reporter charged 
$805 for a full-page black-and-white ad. The magazine at this time had a 
circulation of 115,000. The Saturday Review, which had a circulation of 
164,357 and Harper’s, with a circulation of 179,622 both charged $1200. The 
Atlantic, circulation 211,426, charged $1500 and The New Yorker, circulation 
413,963, charged $2637.33 
The Reporter wanted to exude an aura of seriousness. It did not, for 
example, publish any ads in the body of the editorial content. Advertisements 
were usually positioned on the inside cover and opening pages of the magazine, 
interspersed with the letters to the editor, and in the back-of-the-book, 
interspersed with the “Views and Reviews” section. In addition, a glossy two-
page spread might be inserted in the middle of the magazine, but there was a 
clear separation between ads and editorial content. Despite this aura of 
seriousness, however, the magazine wanted to appeal to a broader readership 
than that of such journals of opinion as The Nation, The New Republic, and 
Commentary. The Reporter’s glossy full-color covers and slick appearance, 
which were now complemented by full-color ads for liquor, foreign travel, and 
expensive cars, played an important role in establishing this appeal. 
Cleveland hoped that The Reporter’s claim that it reached America’s 
foremost opinion leaders would attract corporate advertisers in particular, and 
so it did. Big corporations such as IBM, General Electric, Weyerhaeuser, 
Lockheed, Western Electric, and the Standard Oil Company wanted to sell an 
image or an attitude, not a specific product. This type of public relations 
advertising was often aimed directly at opinion leaders. They were, therefore, 
interested in addressing the opinion leaders which The Reporter claimed it 
reached. During the 1960s The Reporter frequently ran full-color two-page ads 
for IBM, which featured the people behind the technology. Each ad included a 
full-color photograph of an IBM employee, whose brief profile focused on the 
immense innovations represented by the computer and data processing industry. 
General Electric’s ads also focused on progress, which, according to its slogan, 
was the company’s “most important product.” In another full-color two-page ad, 
the Standard Oil Company presented “a new … research effort aimed at finding 
ways to eliminate air pollution from automobiles.” This ad was not aimed at 
selling gas or cars, but at presenting a positive image of a responsible 
corporation. The same issue of The Reporter in which this Standard Oil 
Company ad appeared – February 8, 1968 – featured a similar ad for Western 
Electric, presenting it as a “responsible company” which had “invested heavily 
to help clear the air” and “control air pollution.” The ad featured a full-page 
photograph of a little boy’s face, looking directly at the reader with big, sad 
eyes. The accompanying copy read: “Helping eliminate air pollution won’t 
make communications any better. But we’ll breathe easier knowing you and 
                                                     
33 Promotion Department to The Reporter Advertising Sales Staff, “The Reporter: The Magazine 
of Facts and Ideas,” Fact Sheet, n.d. [1956?], box 5, folder 3, MAC; Association of National 
Advertisers, Magazine Circulation and Rate Trends, 1940-1961 (New York: Association of 
National Advertisers, 1962), 12, 13, 18, 48, 54. 
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your children can.” The Reporter’s final issue featured an ad for Weyerhaeuser, 
a timber company which at the time was under attack from environmentalists. 
The ad, which showed a full-color image of a mother bear and two cubs in a 
forest, commended the company’s “High Yield Forestry,” which involved 
thinning the forest to allow the remaining trees to grow faster. It is interesting to 
note that this type of advertising actually increased during the 1960s, as The 
Reporter’s credibility among liberal intellectuals diminished. Clearly, in the 
eyes of these corporate advertisers, the magazine’s value did not lie in its 
credibility in intellectual circles, but in its standing and influence among 
business executives, professionals, government officials, and journalists. During 
the late 1960s The Reporter’s advertising was geared towards people with 
power and money. There clearly was a connection between the magazine’s 
editorial stance and the type of advertisers it attracted. Since the magazine never 
relied on advertising for its survival it seems unlikely, however, that advertisers 
ever influenced The Reporter’s editorial policies. 
Circulation 
American magazines in the 1950s and 1960s can be divided into two main 
categories: magazines aimed primarily at making a profit and magazines 
published as a public service, aimed at acquiring intellectual, political, or 
cultural influence, not at making a profit. The first category comprises all 
consumer magazines. Since the 1960s, magazine researchers have applied 
different labels to the second category. Theodore Peterson referred to them as 
“magazines for cultural minorities.” The editors and publishers of these 
magazines, he argued, “were more interested in providing a public forum than 
in turning a private profit, and they made no attempt to satisfy mass tastes and 
interests.”34 Similarly, John Tebbel and Mary Ellen Zuckerman referred to them 
as “intellectual magazines.”35 Roland Wolseley described these publications as 
“class magazines.” The term “class,” he explained, when used in the magazine 
industry implied “appeal to readers who are above average in education and 
income.”36 Whereas the consumer magazines were aimed at a mass audience of 
middle-class readers, these “class magazines” were aimed at a limited audience 
of highbrow readers. They can be further subdivided in a number of different 
categories. First, there are the “quality” magazines, which can be characterized 
as “consumer publications designed for an audience of well-educated men and 
women with relatively sophisticated tastes and a wide range of intellectual 
interests.”37 Devoted to literature – both literary criticism and current fiction and 
                                                     
34 Peterson, Magazines in the Twentieth Century, 403. 
35 John Tebbel and Mary Ellen Zuckerman, The Magazine in America 1741-1990 (New York: 
Oxford University Press, 1991). 
36 Roland E. Wolseley, Understanding Magazines (Ames, IA: Iowa State University Press, 1965), 
296. 
37 William Porter, “The Quality Magazines and the New American Reader,” Gazette 6 (1960), 
305. 
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poetry – art and politics, The Atlantic, Harper’s, and The New Yorker form the 
most prominent examples of this category. Second are the opinion or idea 
magazines aimed at intellectuals and opinion makers, including The Nation, The 
New Republic, Commentary, The New Leader, and the National Review. 
Finally, there are the literary magazines, of which The Paris Review, Kenyon 
Review, Partisan Review, and Poetry are prominent examples.38 
The Reporter can be placed in-between the “quality” and the opinion 
magazine categories. Whereas its glossy covers, colorful advertisements for 
expensive liquor and exotic travel, and the size and composition of its 
readership put The Reporter in league with Harper’s, The Atlantic, and The 
New Yorker, its editorial content and its approach to profit and business 
management was much more similar to that of the opinion magazines. The fact 
that it was a biweekly also put it apart from the journals of opinion – most of 
which were published weekly – and the “quality” magazines – most of which 
were published monthly. As the following chart39 illustrates, The Reporter’s 
circulation figures place the magazine in between these two categories: 
                                                     
38 Roland Wolseley has made a further distinction between literary and little magazines, based 
primarily on circulation size. In addition, he has pointed out that little magazines were often short-
lived and served a special function in publishing authors who had not yet been accepted by the 
larger literary or quality magazines. Dissent, The Dial, and New Horizons are among the 
examples Wolseley mentioned. Wolseley, Understanding Magazines, 302-10. 
39 This overview draws on the following sources: Association of National Advertisers. 1962 
Supplement to Magazine Circulation and Rate Trends, 1940-1961 (New York: Association of 
National Advertisers, 1963); Association of National Advertisers. Magazine Circulation and Rate 
Trends 1940-1961 (New York: Association of National Advertisers, 1962); Audit Bureau of 
Circulation, “Audit Report – Magazine,” 1951, box 5, folder 2, MAC; Audit Bureau of 
Circulations, “Publisher’s Statement – Magazine,” 1955, box 5, folder 2, MAC; Audit Bureau of 
Circulation, “Magazine Publisher’s Statement,” 1967, box 5, folder 2, MAC; J. Percy H. Johnson, 
ed., N.W. Ayer & Son’s Directory Newspapers & Periodicals, 1949 (Philadelphia, PA: N.W. Ayer 
& Son, Inc., 1949); J. Percy H. Johnson, ed., N.W. Ayer & Son’s Directory Newspapers & 
Periodicals, 1950 (Philadelphia, PA: N.W. Ayer & Son, Inc., 1950); William F. McCallister, ed., 
N.W. Ayer & Son’s Directory Newspapers & Periodicals, 1964 (Philadelphia, PA: N.W. Ayer & 
Son, Inc., 1964); Roger J. Lederer to Advertisers, “Facts and Ideas…,” facts sheet, 12 April 1965, 
box 5, folder 1, MAC; George Hinckley to MA, Marion Ascoli, Nathan Levin, John Borghi, 
Philip Horton, Irving Kristol, Shirley Katzander, Ann Sharp, Harry Davis, “Paid Circulation 
Comparison,” memorandum, 27 March 1959, box 78, folder 17, MAC; MA, “How is The 
Reporter doing?,” The Reporter 11, no. 12 (December 30, 1954). 
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Average Total Paid 
Circulation 
1949 1950 1952 1955 1962 1964 
The Reporter NA 15,000 55,478 106,653 170,000 190,000 
Commentary 15,234 NA NA NA NA 28,873 
The Nation 39,649 39,439 NA NA NA 28,231 
The New Republic 87,109 52,022 24,000 NA NA 72,607 
Saturday Review 94,157 101,629 117,427 150,042 302,967 339,455 
Harper’s 136,984 153,207 149,608 191,387 286,504 274,215 
The Atlantic 172,557 166,621 195,647 208,191 274,980 278,334 
The New Yorker 323,612 327,507 369,915 396,210 445,252 468,419 
 
The Reporter’s editors considered The New Republic, The Nation, 
Harper’s and The Atlantic their most direct competitors where contributors, 
advertising, and readership were concerned.40 David Halberstam once described 
The Reporter of the late 1950s as “a poor man’s Atlantic.”41 The Reporter’s 
appearance – the slick paper on which it was printed and its glossy covers 
featuring pen and ink drawings and woodcuttings – certainly resembled that of 
The Atlantic, but the magazine’s subscription rates were not comparable. As the 
following chart illustrates The Reporter was, in fact, always somewhat under 
priced, compared to the journals of opinion, the “quality” magazines, and even 
the news magazines.42 
                                                     
40 See for example: MA to Isaac Deutscher, TLS (cc), 18 March 1952, box 55, folder 14, MAC 
and Philip Horton to Denis Warner, TLS (cc), 6 May 1963, box 42, folder 2, MAC. 
41 David Halberstam to Robert Bingham, TLS, 6 May 1961, box 18, folder 8, MAC. 
42 The Reporter was always primarily a subscription magazine. In 1951 its total net paid 
circulation figure was composed of 13,813 individual mail subscriptions, 411 school 
subscriptions, 6,998 single copy sales, and 201 bulk sales. In 1955 the total net paid circulation 
figure was composed as follows: 97,035 individual mail subscriptions, 509 school subscriptions, 
8,761 single copy sales, and 348 bulk sales. By 1967 the total net paid circulation figure consisted 
of 204,665 individual mail subscriptions, 4,833 single copy sales, and 595 bulk sales. Audit 
Bureau of Circulation, “Audit Report – Magazine,” 1951, box 5, folder 2, MAC; Audit Bureau of 
Circulations, “Publisher’s Statement – Magazine,” 1955, box 5, folder 2, MAC; Audit Bureau of 
Circulation, “Magazine Publisher’s Statement,” 1967, box 5, folder 2, MAC. 
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Subscription 
and Single Copy 
Rates 
1949 1955 1960 1964 1967 
The Reporter $5 (25ct) $5 (25ct) $6 (25ct) $7 (35ct) $7 (35ct) 
The Nation $7 $7 (20ct) $8 $10 $10 
The New Republic $6 $7 (20ct) $8 (25ct) $8 (35ct) $9 (35ct) 
Commentary $5 (50ct) $6 (50ct) $7 (60ct) $7 $8 
The Atlantic $6 (50ct) $6 (50ct) $7.50 (60ct) $8.50 $8.50 
The New Yorker $7 (20ct) $7 (20ct) $7 (25ct) $8 $8 
Saturday Review $6 (20ct) $7 (20ct) $7 (25ct) $8 $8 
Harper’s $5 (50ct) $6 (50ct) $6 (60ct) $7 $8.50 
Time $6.50 (20ct) $6 (20ct) $7 (25ct) $8 $10 
Newsweek $6.50 (20ct) $6 (20ct) $6 (25ct) $7 $9 
U.S. News & 
World Report 
$5 (15ct) $5 (20ct) $6 (25ct) $7 $10 
 
There were other differences as well. In The Atlantic – subtitled “a 
magazine of literature, science, art, and politics” – culture formed a much more 
important focus than politics. In The Reporter, however, politics would always 
be the main focus, even after the magazine had been expanded with a “Views 
and Reviews” section. As William Porter argued, The Reporter did not properly 
belong to the “quality” magazine category because it was “predominantly 
concerned with politics” and included “little fiction or serious poetry. These 
might,” he added, “seem trivial grounds for exclusion, but this is not the case.” 
The Reporter, he argued was not a traditional “quality” magazine “with one 
element casually left out.” It represented “a quite different, and highly 
significant trend.”43 As we will see in subsequent chapters, it was the 
magazine’s explicit aim to influence and shape government policy that set The 
Reporter apart from the traditional journals of opinion as well as the “quality” 
magazines. 
Despite such differences, The Reporter appealed to an audience that 
was very similar to that of the journals of opinion and the “quality” magazines. 
During the trial-period, as the founders were shaping The Reporter’s formula 
and editorial approach, the magazine’s potential audience formed an important 
topic of discussion. In a June 1947 memorandum Max Ascoli formulated The 
Reporter’s purpose and the gap the magazine would try to fill by pointing to the 
changing role of intellectuals in American society: 
Today it is not enough to be “independent” and “progressive,” as 
at the time when America was cleaning house and catching up. It 
must have been a wonderful time. The ultimate influence of the 
intellectual and moral critics was great, their actual power small, 
their responsibility none. Today America, the strongest nation on 
earth, needs the corporate organization of political intelligence, 
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and in fact has already started giving to political intelligence both 
status and responsibilities. From the various Brain Trusts of the 
New Deal, to the OSS [Office of Strategic Services], the OWI 
[Office of War Information] and other war agencies, this has been 
going on for quite a few years. This political intelligence cannot be 
relegated any longer to a happy marginal position. It needs 
authority that it can gain only by itself, by broadcasting its 
following, and justifying its function. It needs its organs. One of 
these organs must be our magazine. For these reasons, our 
magazine must, from the very beginning, aim at an audience larger 
than the traditional one of the journals of opinion, although 
necessarily smaller than the news weeklies.44 
The Reporter would not be a magazine for intellectuals concerned primarily 
with questions of an academic or moral nature, but for a much broader set of 
politically aware citizens who were willing to actively participate in shaping 
American foreign and domestic policy. Theodore White, the magazine’s 
European correspondent, was drawn to The Reporter for this very reason. Its 
audience, he noted, represented “the nascent new governing class – those elites 
of scholarship, science and expertise who were becoming indispensible to 
American government. … The Reporter spoke to men and women interested in 
making government work.”45 The magazine was aimed in particular at “the 
politically-alert among: businessmen, university and High School teachers, 
members of women’s organizations (like the League of Women Voters), 
members of veteran organizations, members of labor unions, members of 
farmers organizations, editors, editorial writers and journalists, graduates and 
graduate students in political science, economics and contemporary history, 
economists, experts and researchers in banks and financial houses, government 
employees and members of national and state legislatures.”46 
The editors assumed that there were about 200,000 such potential 
readers and this was the circulation figure for which The Reporter aimed, but 
since the magazine was launched without an extensive pre-publication 
promotion campaign the initial circulation figure was relatively small. Wallace 
Carroll had warned about the costs of such a slow start back in 1948. He cited 
the examples of Time, founded in 1923, and The New Yorker, founded in 1925, 
which had started out with circulations of 12,000 and 25,000 respectively and 
which had had to spend a great deal of money to acquire enough subscribers and 
advertisers to break even. Carroll advocated a different approach for The 
Reporter: 
                                                     
44 MA to Wallace Carroll, memorandum (cc), 6 June 1947, box 1, folder 1, MAC. 
45 Theodore H. White, In Search of History. A Personal Adventure (London: Jonathan Cape, 
1978), 376. 
46 “ABC (Working Title) A Weekly Magazine of Facts and Ideas – Memorandum A (revised), 
memorandum, box 1, folder 1, MAC. 
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We should use every promotional device to get 60,000 to 75,000 
subscribers at the start. This would permit us to begin printing on a 
rotary press and thus reduce our printing costs per unit. With this 
audience we would go after advertising and at the same time, by 
imaginative editing, get enough free publicity to help us with our 
renewals and new subscriptions. By keeping up the pressure on 
both fronts for three years, we would break even early in the 
fourth. A more timid start, I am afraid, would postpone the 
possible break-even period until the fifth year at the earliest, add 
colossal sums to our promotion budget in the third and fourth year 
and involve expenditures far beyond what we now contemplate.47 
Ascoli did not heed Carroll’s advice. He remained convinced that the 
magazine’s editorial content would form the best possible promotion. Although 
The Reporter’s arrival was announced in newspaper ads and radio spots and 
100,000 complimentary copies of the first issue were sent to a list of opinion 
makers in the press, business, education and government, the magazine started 
out with 295 paid subscribers.48 In addition, 15,000 copies were sold at the 
newsstands. During its first year, the magazine’s paid subscribers steadily 
increased to 8,500, but it took The Reporter two years to reach the level of The 
Nation and The New Republic, both of which had circulations of about 40,000 at 
this time. As Figure 2 illustrates, The Reporter did not reach this mark until 
1952.49 As we have seen, the magazine’s losses during this period exceeded $3 
million.
                                                     
47 Wallace Carroll to MA, memorandum, 23 March 1948, box 83, folder 4, MAC. 
48 George Hinckley to Ruth Ames, memorandum, 28 October 1963, box 5, folder 2, MAC. 
49 The circulation figures featured in Figure 2 were gathered from the following sources: Audit 
Bureau of Circulation, “Audit Report – Magazine,” 1951, box 5, folder 2, MAC; Audit Bureau of 
Circulations, “Publisher’s Statement – Magazine,” 1955, box 5, folder 2, MAC; Audit Bureau of 
Circulation, “Magazine Publisher’s Statement,” 1967, box 5, folder 2, MAC; Roger J. Lederer to 
Advertisers, “Facts and Ideas…,” facts sheet, 12 April 1965, box 5, folder 1, MAC; George 
Hinckley to MA, Marion Ascoli, Nathan Levin, John Borghi, Philip Horton, Irving Kristol, 
Shirley Katzander, Ann Sharp, Harry Davis, “Paid Circulation Comparison,” memorandum, 27 
March 1959, box 78, folder 17, MAC; MA, “How is The Reporter doing?,” The Reporter 11, no. 
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Figure 2: Circulation The Reporter
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The Reporter’s first year could hardly be called a success as far as 
circulation and finances were concerned. The magazine did, however, receive a 
great deal of recognition in the press. In September 1949 Elmer Davis, former 
head of OWI who at the time was working for ABC, quoted extensively from an 
editorial by Max Ascoli and in March 1950 Douglas Edwards devoted his entire 
program “CBS Views the Press” to a series of Reporter articles on the New 
York Times.50 In August 1949 the State Department gave The Reporter some 
free promotion by ordering 365,000 copies of the “Soviet Man” issue. The 
“Behind and Beyond McCarthy” issue, published in June 1950, generated praise 
from some very prominent people, among them Senator Herbert Lehman and 
President Harry Truman. On behalf of the president Truman’s aide Charles G. 
Ross, wrote that Truman had read the McCarthy issue “from beginning to end 
and thought it a very fine presentation of the case.”51 In a letter to the editor 
regarding this same issue, Republican congressman Jacob Javits wrote that he 
hoped The Reporter would “become a ‘bible’ for the progressive elements in the 
Republican Party.”52 Norman Cousins, editor of the Saturday Review, also 
praised The Reporter. “You are giving to magazine journalism,” he wrote, “the 
quality of public service the American people, generally speaking, desire but are 
not, generally speaking, receiving.”53 
                                                     
50 MA to Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., TLS (cc), 13 September, 1949, box 64, folder 8, MAC; Ik 
Shuman to The Staff, memorandum (cc), 4 April, 1950, box 4, folder 11, MAC. The articles on 
the New York Times were: “The Times – One Man’s Poison,” by Dwight Macdonald, which 
appeared in The Reporter’s February 14, 1950 issue, and “The Times – Another Man’s Meat,” by 
Gerald W. Johnson, which appeared in the March 14, 1950 issue. 
51 MA to Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., TLS (cc), box 64, folder 8, MAC; Herbert H. Lehman, letter to 
the editor, The Reporter 3, no. 1 (July 4, 1950), 2; Charles G. Ross, letter to the editor, The 
Reporter 3, no. 1 (July 4, 1950), 2. 
52 Representative Jacob K. Javits, letter to the editor, The Reporter 3, no. 1 (July 4, 1950), 2. 
53 Norman Cousins, letter to the editor, The Reporter 3, no. 1 (July 4, 1950), 2. 
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Such endorsements illustrate The Reporter’s immediate impact among 
journalists and in government circles, but the real turning point in terms of 
circulation came in the spring of 1952, when the publication of a major piece of 
investigative reporting more than doubled The Reporter’s readership. The China 
Lobby investigation, which will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 5 (The 
Reporter’s Investigative Journalism), received an enormous amount of 
attention, both in the press and on Capitol Hill, and by May 1952 circulation 
reached 60,000 – more than that of The Nation, The New Republic, or 
Commentary – and was still growing.54 
In 1954 – The Reporter’s fifth year – Harlan Cleveland was 
instrumental in acquiring the subscription list of the expired World magazine, 
and in the final issue of that year Ascoli announced an increase in circulation 
from 77,948 in June 1954 to 110,457 at the end of the year, and an increase in 
advertising pages from 136 to 180. Ascoli proudly proclaimed: “I am glad to 
inform our friends and enemies that The Reporter is here to stay.”55 
To ensure the long-term success and growth of The Reporter, Cleveland 
initiated changes on both the editorial and the business side of the magazine. In 
the summer of 1954, for example, he solicited an in-depth analysis of The 
Reporter’s problems from consultants at Edward W. Barrett and Associates. 
They concluded that The Reporter’s renewal rate was inadequate, and suggested 
a complete restyling of the magazine: “A preliminary examination of the 
subscription operation leads us to feel that the renewal rate of long-term 
subscriptions is, at best, fair, and that editorial steps ... should be taken as fast as 
possible to create a stronger ‘repeat’ readership … . Numerous informal 
discussions strengthen our feeling that at present the magazine has too many 
‘occasional’ readers, too many who say, ‘I read The Reporter when I hear about 
a good article like the one on...’ It is evident that establishment of regular 
features to turn occasional readers into regular readers is imperative.” To make 
The Reporter a truly profitable enterprise an increase in both advertising and 
circulation was needed. The consultants advised the following: “The Reporter 
advertising department can benefit substantially by the inclusion of certain 
editorial features carrying emphasis on books, travel, music, the more serious 
film and radio-television. With the first alcoholic beverage advertiser in hand, 
the argument for increased attention to food-and-drink is strengthened.”56 The 
conclusion was that The Reporter needed to be made less forbidding, more 
varied in content, and visually more enticing. 
Although these suggestions were discussed at length among the staff, 
only minor changes were made. Most staff members felt that changing the 
magazine too drastically would only drive away the first 100,000 readers, and 
although Max Ascoli emphasized that he wanted The Reporter to become 
profitable, he never stopped perceiving the magazine as a platform for his 
                                                     
54 MA to Theodore White, TLS (cc), 22 May, 1952, box 87, folder 6, MAC. 
55 MA, “Memo from Max Ascoli,” The Reporter 11, no. 12 (December 30, 1954). 
56 “Memorandum For The Reporter,” memorandum from Edward W. Barrett & Associates, 
August 1954, box 76, folder 5, MAC. 
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personal opinions, a perception which was not compatible with 
commercialization and the frivolity of travel and food-and-drink writing. 
Harlan Cleveland later recalled that The Reporter’s editorial staff did 
not agree with the consultants’ conclusions about the magazine’s renewal rate: 
“My recollection is that our renewal rate was about eighty percent – and 
whenever I mentioned that at lunches with other publishers of magazines 
headquartered in New York City, they would almost drool in envy. My 
impression was that our renewal rate was the best of any contemporary 
magazine – small as we were, that part of our story was the talk of the town.”57 
The Reporter’s archives include only limited information about the magazine’s 
circulation. It has not been possible, therefore, to reconstruct the development of 
the magazine’s renewal rate in its entirety, but it can be pointed out that a 1956 
fact sheet compiled by the promotion department lists a renewal rate of seventy 
percent.58 In 1958, however, the renewal rate was only 54 percent.59 It seems, 
then, that the consultants were correct in pointing out that The Reporter’s 
renewal rate was not exactly stable. 
In addition to trying to expand The Reporter’s readership in the United 
States, Cleveland also explored the possibility of expansion abroad, aiming 
especially at attaining a British audience, and at reaching Americans living 
abroad. Cleveland wanted to build up a sizable readership for The Reporter in 
Europe. He planned to promote the magazine for a year or two and then either 
establish an airmail edition or export the magazine in bulk for newsstand sale. 
He even considered arranging for an edition printed in Europe, if demand 
seemed to justify it.60 Although Cleveland’s efforts were effective – The 
Reporter’s European circulation rose from 2,429 in 1955 to 4,000 in 1959 – his 
goal of a separate European edition was never accomplished.61 As the following 
chart demonstrates, The Reporter’s European circulation was sizeable compared 
to that of other opinion magazines, yet despite its European appeal The 
Reporter’s primary audience was to be found in the United States.62 
 
 
                                                     
57 Harlan Cleveland, e-mail message to author, 27 August, 2002. 
58 Promotion Department to Advertising Sales Staff, “The Reporter: The Magazine of Facts and 
Ideas,” fact sheet, n.d. [1956?], box 5, folder 4, MAC. 
59 “Renewal Report 1st half 1958,” George Hinckley to MA, Marion Ascoli, Nathan Levin, John 
Borghi, Philip Horton, Irving Kristol, Shirley Katzander, Ann Sharp, Harry Davis, memorandum, 
6 February 1959, box 78, folder 17, MAC; “Renewal Report 2nd half 1958,” MA, Marion Ascoli, 
Nathan Levin, John Borghi, Philip Horton, Irving Kristol, Shirley Katzander, Ann Sharp, Harry 
Davis, memorandum, 30 April 1959, box 78, folder 17, MAC. 
60 Harlan Cleveland to Sydney Label (Stars & Stripes), TLS (cc), 7 September, 1955, box 84, 
folder 2, MAC; Harlan Cleveland to D.M. Stedman, TLS (cc), 16 November, 1955, box 84, folder 
2, MAC. 
61 Audit Bureau of Circulations, “Publisher’s Statement – Magazine, Period Ending December 31, 
1955,” box 5, folder 2, MAC; L. John Martin, “American Newsmagazines and the European 
Scene,” Gazette 6, no. 2 (1960), 207. 
62 This overview of US and European circulations in 1959 was published in Martin, “American 
Newsmagazines and the European Scene,” 207. 
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 US Circulation 1959 European Circulation 
1959 
News Magazines  
Time 2,378,352 100,630 
Newsweek 1,299,183 36,809 
U.S. News & World Report 1,136,847 5,440 
Life 6,107,885 146,717 
Opinion Magazines  
The Nation 23,148 425 
The New Republic 27,000 250 
The Reporter 122,924 4,000 
Readership 
The influence of opinion magazines usually exceeds their circulation size. To 
examine how they shaped public opinion – their primary goal – the composition 
of their readership is at least as, if not more, important than the size of their 
circulation. This certainly also applies to The Reporter. Like The Nation and 
The New Republic, The Reporter reached, in the words of Theodore Peterson, 
“an audience in the position not only to influence the tastes and opinions of 
countless others but also to exert a strong hand in the shaping of public 
affairs.”63 The Reporter’s archives do not contain subscription lists, but even if 
they did, such lists would only provide an overview of actual subscribers, 
disregarding those who bought the magazine at the newsstands or read the 
magazine at a library or other public institution. Even circulation figures – 
which do include both subscriptions and newsstand sales – give only a limited 
impression of the actual size of a magazine’s audience. In The Reporter’s case, 
the circulation figure included a great many subscriptions by organizations, 
schools and libraries.64 Among these were a sizeable number of university 
libraries, as well as the US Naval Intelligence School, the Ford Foundation, the 
Brookings Institution, and the Army Library at the Pentagon. The Rockefeller 
Foundation even received two copies; one for its library and one for its 
reception room.65 In addition, the magazine featured prominently in the USIA’s 
(United States Information Agency) overseas information centers. Many college 
                                                     
63 Peterson, Magazines in the Twentieth Century, 439-40. The Reporter’s influence in government 
circles and the magazine’s agenda-setting function will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 4 
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professors also used The Reporter in their classes. Ralph A. Straetz of the 
Department of Government at Miami University in Oxford, Ohio, for example, 
wrote: 
I have been using, reading, and quoting from The Reporter 
regularly in my classes in American Government, Political Parties, 
and Public Opinion. Your issue dealing with “Big Government” 
fitted perfectly into our discussions of budgetary and fiscal policy. 
The “New South” issue arrived at a time when we were covering 
social security and the problems of equality of educational 
opportunity. The “Big Labor” issue added greatly to our present 
discussion of Government and Labor. The “Press” issue and the 
recent stimulating discussion between Deutscher and Ascoli 
[“What Can Ex-Communists Do?” and “Our Political D.P.’s,” both 
in April 25, 1950, issue] were ‘chewed up’ at length in the course 
on Public Opinion.66 
John C. Buhner of Indiana University reported that the Department of 
Government had put The Reporter on the periodical reading list for beginning 
government students as one of the world’s twenty most outstanding journals. 
Louise Overacker, of the Political Science Department at Wellesley College, 
and Francis H. Heller, of the Political Science Department at the University of 
Kansas also reported that they encouraged their students to read The Reporter 
and that they frequently used the magazine in the classroom.67 Outside the 
classroom there were also many students among The Reporter’s readers. It can 
be thus argued that the magazine played a role in instilling a new generation of 
Americans with a sense of civic responsibility. 
A magazine derives its meaning, to a large extent, from its interaction 
with its readers. Thus, in order to fully understand its meaning and to properly 
assess a magazine’s influence, it is important to know who these readers were 
and how they perceived the magazine. To gain such understanding, it is 
important to differentiate between the intended readership – the readers the 
editors assumed they were addressing – and the actual readership of a magazine. 
Harlan Cleveland’s opinion leadership story, for example, portrays The 
Reporter’s intended readership, but it does not provide any factual demographic 
information. Did the magazine actually manage to reach the type of reader 
Cleveland portrayed? As we have seen, The Reporter’s contents, its 
subscription rate, the advertisements it contained, and its prospecti directed at 
potential readers, all provide information about the magazine’s intended 
readers. The following reconstruction – which draws on audit reports, 
                                                     
66 Quoted in Ik Shuman to The Staff, memorandum (cc), 16 May 1950, box 4, folder 11, MAC. 
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readership surveys, and fact sheets composed for potential advertisers – offers a 
glimpse of the composition and nature of the magazine’s actual readership.68 
As was to be expected, The Reporter, with its highbrow objectives, 
writers, subject choice, and style, appealed most strongly to intellectuals and 
members of the upper middle class. It was sold at newsstands in university 
towns such as Cambridge, Ann Arbor, and South Bend. Reactions to the 
questionnaires that accompanied The Reporter’s first issues drew reactions from 
a range of states – including New York, New Jersey, California, Ohio, Texas, 
Massachusetts, Missouri, and Illinois – from readers with such diverse 
occupations as public relations professional, architect, teacher, student, 
carpenter, bookkeeper, artist, advertising executive, editor, and lawyer.69 This 
initial readership was not particularly representative, however, since most of 
these people had received The Reporter through a mailing list composed by the 
magazine’s editors. 
The Reporter’s official audit reports indicate that in 1951 25.41 percent 
of readers lived in the state of New York, 8.17 percent in California, 5.99 
percent in Ohio, and 5.43 and 5.45 percent lived in New Jersey and 
Washington, DC, respectively.70 By way of comparison, in late 1946 eighteen 
percent of The New Republic’s readers lived in New York State, eleven percent 
lived in California, and eight percent lived in Illinois, followed by 
Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, Michigan, and Ohio.71 As The Reporter’s 
readership expanded its geographic division came to increasingly resemble that 
of The New Republic. By 1955 New Yorkers and Californians represented 17.44 
and 14.68 percent of The Reporter’s readers, respectively, and while 
Washington, DC, was down to 3.46 percent, Illinois, Massachusetts, and 
Pennsylvania now represented respectively 6.33, 4.6, and 4.37 percent of the 
magazine’s readership. Throughout the remainder of The Reporter’s existence, 
this geographic division stayed roughly the same.72 
In 1956 the median age of a Reporter reader was 40.8 years. This was 
considerably older than The New Republic’s or The New Yorker’s readers. In 
1946, the largest group of New Republic readers was between 21 and 30 years 
of age; the second-largest between 31 and 40 years of age.73 In 1949 the average 
                                                     
68 For a detailed discussion of the methods that can be used to trace intended as well as actual 
readers see: Remieg Aerts, “De Gids en zijn publiek. Een compositieportret,” Jaarboek voor 
Nederlandse Boekgeschiedenis, 1 (1994), 107-29. 
69 “Excerpts from Questionnaires,” memorandum, 9 May 1949, box 4, folder 12, MAC; “Excerpts 
from Questionnaire Returns,” memorandum, 10 May 1949, box 4, folder 12, MAC; “Comments 
from Questionnaire Returns – May 18th, 19th, 20th,” memorandum (cc), 20 May 1949, box 4, 
folder 12, MAC. 
70 Audit Bureau of Circulation, “Audit Report – Magazine,” 1951, box 5, folder 2, MAC. 
71 “New Republic News,” The New Republic 115, no. 10 (September 9, 1946), 302. 
72 Audit Bureau of Circulations, “Publisher’s Statement – Magazine,” 1955, box 5, folder 2, 
MAC; Audit Bureau of Circulation, “Magazine Publisher’s Statement,” 1967, box 5, folder 2, 
MAC. 
73 “New Republic News,” The New Republic 115, no. 10 (September 9, 1946), 302. 
Part I – The Reporter – A Journalistic Enterprise 
 
132 
New Yorker subscriber was between 35 and 44 years of age.74 The following 
chart shows the composition of The Reporter’s readership in 1956: 
 
Age Percentage of Readership
Under 20 years 1.1
20-24 8.8
25-34 30.5
35-44 16.7
45-64 31.7
65 years and over 11.2
 
As the magazine developed, its readership among the 35 to 44 category that was 
especially attractive to advertisers increased, lowering the median age of The 
Reporter’s readers to 38.3 in 1962.75 
In 1958 37.8 percent of The Reporter’s readers were professionals 
(journalists, government officials, attorneys, engineers, scientists, physicists, 
doctors, economists, and advertising and public relations consultants); 22.3 
percent were in education, of whom 60 percent worked at a university; 21.4 
percent were business executives; and the remaining 18.5 percent consisted of 
skilled laborers, housewives, students, and readers who were retired. Clearly, 
The Reporter’s readers belonged to the upper middle class. In 1958 the average 
family income in the United States was $5,650. The average Reporter reader 
earned $10,455.76 By 1965 this had increased to $14,317, with 62.2 percent 
earning $10,000 or more.77 
In terms of education, occupation, and income The Reporter’s 
readership resembled that of The New Yorker, one of the most sophisticated 
“quality” magazines, and The New Republic, one of The Reporter’s most 
prominent competitors in the opinion magazine field. In 1949 nearly half of The 
New Yorker’s readers were professionals. Only nine percent were educators. 
Thirty-nine percent were students, housewives, skilled laborers, and retired 
readers. By 1959, however, housewives alone accounted for fifty percent of The 
New Yorker’s subscriptions. The average family income of these New Yorker 
readers was also comparable to that of Reporter readers. In 1949 75 percent of 
New Yorker readers earned more than $5,000 a year. In 1956 71,3 percent of 
The Reporter’s readers had an annual income that exceeded that figure. Even 
when taking the average 1.5 percent annual inflation into consideration, these 
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figures are remarkably similar.78 In 1946 more than half of The New Republic’s 
readers were professionals. 
Ninety percent of the magazine’s readership had attended college. 
Compared to the total figure for the United States – 11.1 percent – this was an 
exceptionally high percentage.79 Seventy percent had a college degree; 50 
percent held a graduate degree.80 In 1949 87 percent of The New Yorker’s 
readers had attended college and more than half had a college degree.81 In 1956 
85.3 percent of The Reporter’s readers had attended college; 67.6 percent had a 
college degree; 31.8 percent held a graduate degree.82 These figures are 
strikingly similar to those from The New Republic’s and The New Yorker’s 
readership surveys. Clearly, like these two other magazines, The Reporter 
benefitted from the democratization of higher education that was the effect of 
the GI Bill.83 Passed in 1944, this bill enabled more and more Americans to 
attend college. In 1950 twice as many Americans received university degrees as 
in 1940.84 
This information about The Reporter’s readership comes from audience 
surveys conducted by The Reporter itself. Although these surveys provide the 
most detailed information available about the magazine’s actual readers, the 
picture they paint is by no means complete. It is important to note that this 
information was collected first and foremost to present potential advertisers 
with an optimistic impression of The Reporter’s readership. Therefore, the 
focus in these surveys was primarily on consumption. As a result, they offer 
detailed insights into how much money the average Reporter reader spent on his 
summer vacation; how many readers owned a camera, life insurance, or hi-fi 
equipment; how many readers intended to buy a foreign or sports car; and 
whether they preferred beer, wine, or distilled liquors. They do not, however, 
provide any insight into the racial background or ethnicity of The Reporter’s 
readership, although it can be assumed that the large majority of the magazine’s 
readers were white. Nor do these surveys provide any answers to the question 
how The Reporter’s readers used and interpreted the magazine, or which 
sections of the magazine they appreciated most. This has, in recent years, 
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become a question to which magazine researchers have attached a great deal of 
importance. It is no longer assumed that a magazine’s contents have a fixed 
meaning and that every reader will use and interpret this material in the exact 
same manner. Some scholars have used diaries, correspondence, and scrapbooks 
to gain insight into the question how “ordinary” readers use the magazines they 
read. Others have experimented with ethnographic research, interviewing 
readers about their reading habits and the impact a magazine and specific 
articles have had on their lives. In the case of The Reporter it would have been 
difficult to assemble a representative sample. In addition, any findings would 
have been tainted with hindsight, given the fact that The Reporter folded thirty-
seven years ago. Instead, this dissertation uses  interviews, letters to the editor, 
autobiographies and memoirs to offer insight into the effect The Reporter’s 
contents had on individual readers and whether they derived a sense of identity 
or community from the magazine. The information that can be gleaned from 
such sources is limited, however, making it inevitable that this dissertation also 
includes certain generalized assumptions about The Reporter’s impact on its 
readers. 
All things considered it seems that The Reporter managed to appeal to 
the audience of opinion makers it set out to reach. A 1956 readership survey 
indicated that 86.1 percent of The Reporter’s readers belonged to “organizations 
that shape community feeling,” including business or professional, religious, 
political or civic, community, fraternal, welfare, veterans, and labor 
organizations. Of these readers 52.2 percent were officers of their organizations. 
In addition, 55.5 percent of the magazine’s readers reported that they were 
personally acquainted with “members of Congress, state legislature or other 
ranking government officials” and 62.1 percent reported that they frequently 
wrote letters to their congressman, senator, or other government officials. 
Significantly, 98 percent reported that they had voted in the 1954 presidential 
elections.85 In 1962 88.8 percent of The Reporter’s readers belonged to 
business, professional, community, or fraternal organizations and of those 53.2 
percent were officers of their organizations. In addition, 63.8 percent reported 
that they were personally acquainted with local, state, or national officials.86 
Clearly, The Reporter reached an audience of active and responsible citizens, as 
it had intended. It should be noted in this respect that, as Remieg Aerts has 
pointed out, a magazine does not just find an audience, it also actively creates 
and shapes an audience, initially by its format and ideological program, and 
eventually also by its reputation.87 The Reporter’s readers may have been active 
members of their communities before they became Reporter subscribers, but it 
was The Reporter which, to a large extent set the agenda on which they acted. 
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In addition, The Reporter – which was a national medium – created a sense of 
community that superseded the local level. 
 
  
 
 
 
 
Part II 
 
The Reporter 
A Magazine of Causes 
 
 Chapter 4 – The Power and Responsibility of 
the Press 
Max Ascoli had originally envisioned The Reporter as a Washington periodical, 
which would endeavor to directly influence American policymakers. After its 
move to New York in December 1948, The Reporter aimed for a broader 
audience, but without giving up the idea of influencing government policy. 
Throughout its existence, The Reporter published articles and theme issues on 
events in the Pacific Northwest, Texas, the Midwest, the South and other 
regions, states, and cities throughout the United States. Most of its domestic 
coverage, however, was directed from the magazine’s Washington office and 
focused on the wheelings and dealings of senators, congressmen, lobbying 
groups, the Democratic and Republican party and, most prominently, the 
subsequent Democratic and Republican administrations. This chapter deals with 
The Reporter’s impact in Washington, DC, exploring who in the capital read the 
magazine and how it was perceived. In addition, this chapter examines The 
Reporter’s ideas about the interaction between the press and government, the 
magazine’s journalistic standards, and its views of the responsibility of the 
press. 
Washington Readership 
During its first year, The Reporter was actively promoted in Washington, DC. It 
was the editors’ explicit intent to generate publicity and solicit letters to the 
editor by sending advance copies of an issue or an article to certain 
organizations, government agencies, and government officials.1 In September 
1949, for example, a special theme issue on “The New Germany” was sent in 
advance to 350 news editors, as well as Secretary of State Dean Acheson and 
US high commissioner for Germany John J. McCloy. An article on German 
refugees that was to be published in this issue – “Germany’s Stepchildren” – 
was sent to the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS). A piece on labor 
and cotton lobbies – “Two Hard-Working Lobbyists” – was sent to the 
members of a Senate committee investigating lobbyists. An article by Arthur 
Schlesinger, Jr., on the future of the welfare state was sent to the Democratic 
National Committee, President Truman, and a list of thirty editors of editorial 
pages of the top American newspapers.2 A few weeks later a theme issue on 
“The American Businessman” was sent in advance to a list of 85 columnists and 
commentators, as well as members of pertinent government committees, 
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including the Council of Economic Advisors, the Economic Cooperation 
Administration, the House Banking and Currency Committee, the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve System, and the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation. In addition, an article on Finland – “Next Door to the Soviets” – 
was sent to the Finnish embassy in Washington, DC, and a piece on the 
relations between India and China – “India Looks at China” – was sent to the 
Pakistan and Indian embassies.3 Although the promotion department wanted to 
make it a continuous policy to send out advance copies and tear-sheets, the 
editorial department’s frequent last-minute changes made it difficult to do so. 
Max Ascoli’s failure to properly coordinate the efforts of the editorial, 
circulation, advertising, and promotion departments ultimately hampered The 
Reporter’s growth, success, and influence.4 
Throughout its existence, The Reporter was aimed primarily at 
government officials, lobbyists, and foreign representatives in Washington, DC. 
Although the magazine’s archives do not contain subscription lists, it is clear 
that the magazine accomplished its goal of reaching opinion leaders. In 1958 
The Reporter was able to report to potential advertisers that among its paid 
subscribers were twenty-one US senators and twenty-two representatives in 
Congress.5 By 1963 there were thirty-three US senators among the magazine’s 
paid subscribers, as well as thirty-four of the principal officials in the executive 
branch, ten of whom had written for The Reporter.6 In 1966 the magazine 
announced that President Johnson, Vice President Humphrey, as well as more 
than half of the president’s cabinet were among the magazine’s paid 
subscribers.7 
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The Reporter’s appeal to Washingtonians was unsurpassed; in 1956 
3.87 percent of its circulation was concentrated in Washington, DC. The 
respective Washington, DC, circulations of The New Yorker, Harper’s, the 
Saturday Review, and The Atlantic were: 2.36, 2, 2, and 1.56 percent. The news 
magazines – U.S. News & World Report, Time, and Newsweek – had even 
smaller proportional readerships in Washington, DC.8 The Reporter’s 3.87 
percent may not sound like much, but out of a total circulation of 110.000 this 
percentage accounted for 4.257 subscribers. It can be assumed that most of 
these subscribers will have been working in or around government. Even in 
1967, when the concentration of Reporter readers in the nation’s capital sunk to 
an all-time low of 2.12 percent, this still accounted for a total of 4.452 
subscribers in Washington, DC. No mean figure considering the fact that their 
potential for wielding direct political influence was much greater than that of 
The Reporter’s readers in other parts of the country. 
The magazine’s promotion department directed special attention to the 
fact that the senators and representatives who subscribed to The Reporter 
included Republicans as well as Democrats. “Though The Reporter is a favorite 
in Washington, it plays no favorites in reporting the news,” a 1963 ad for the 
magazine read. “In a survey of Washington correspondents 71 of 83 voted The 
Reporter ‘most fair and reliable’ among magazines reporting politics.”9 On the 
occasion of its tenth anniversary Senator J. William Fulbright, chairman of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, was the keynote speaker at an Overseas 
Press Club dinner honoring the magazine. He applauded The Reporter as “a 
publication that helped ‘to restore discussion itself to the democratic process,’” 
adding that “it is precisely because it is always prepared to call even its natural 
friends to task that it stands almost on a plane of its own in our affections.”10 
During the 1960s Fulbright himself would come under attack from The 
Reporter for his opposition to the Johnson administration’s intervention in the 
Dominican Republic and to the war in Vietnam.11 
The embassies of virtually all Western European countries as well as 
those of Canada, Australia, New Zealand, Japan, Vietnam, Cambodia, 
Indonesia, India, Brazil, Israel, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, South Africa, and the 
Soviet Union, were also among The Reporter’s paid subscribers. In addition, the 
magazine was also read by individuals at a number of government agencies, 
                                                     
8 Promotion Department to The Reporter Advertising Sales Staff, “The Reporter: The Magazine 
of Facts and Ideas,” Fact Sheet, n.d. [1956?], box 5, folder 3, MAC. See also “Paid Circulation 
Comparison,” George Hinckley to MA, Marion Ascoli, Nathan Levin, John Borghi, Philip 
Horton, Irving Kristol, Shirley Katzander, Ann Sharp, Harry Davis, memorandum, 27 March 
1959, box 78, folder 17, MAC. 
9 “The Reporter Is Capital Reading,” advertisement, The Reporter 29, no. 4 (September 12, 1963). 
10 Peter Kihss, “Fulbright Urges Europe to Unite,” New York Times, April 17, 1959; 
“Congratulations to The Reporter on its Tenth Anniversary,” promotion material, n.d. [1959?], 
box 5, folder 1, MAC. 
11 See: MA, “Charity Begins Abroad,” The Reporter 33, no. 6 (October 7, 1965), 24; “The Grand 
Alliance,” The Reporter’s Notes, The Reporter 34, no. 4 (February 24, 1966), 16; and “A Matter 
of Understanding,” The Reporter’s Notes, The Reporter 35, no. 2 (August 11, 1966), 8. 
Part II – The Reporter – A Magazine of Causes 
 
142 
including the US Atomic Energy Commission (AEC), US Supreme Court, the 
Presidential Committee on Immigration and Naturalization, the Central 
Intelligence Agency (CIA), the headquarters of the US Air Force, as well as 
officials at the Department of Labor, the Department of the Interior, the 
Department of Justice, the Pentagon, and several members of the White House 
staff. The federation of labor unions AFL-CIO took out several subscriptions, as 
did a number of civic leaders, mayors, governors, justices and attorney 
generals.12 
Max Ascoli counted many prominent government officials and public 
figures among his friends and acquaintances. His diaries for 1949 till 1968 read 
like a “Who’s Who in Washington” and include lunches, dinners, drinks and 
appointments with George Kennan, Dean Rusk, Paul Nitze, and Dean Acheson 
at the State Department, Ralph Bunche and Dag Hammarskjöld at the UN, 
Senators Jacob K. Javits, Estes Kefauver, and Wayne Morse, presidential 
candidates Adlai Stevenson and John F. Kennedy, presidents Kennedy and 
Johnson, as well as such prominent figures as Gunnar Myrdal, Eleanor 
Roosevelt, Averell Harriman, McGeorge and William Bundy, Henry Kissinger, 
and Paul-Henri Spaak, who at the time served as Secretary General of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).13 
In comparing The Reporter’s primary purpose to that of the journals of 
opinion, it is illustrative to contrast the letters of congratulation the magazine 
received on the occasion of its tenth anniversary in 1959 to the birthday 
greetings The Nation received in 1965, when the magazine celebrated its one 
hundredth anniversary. The Reporter was praised by Governor Nelson 
Rockefeller of New York, President Truman, and Senators Jacob K. Javits, 
Clifford P. Case, Stuart Symington, and J. William Fulbright. The Nation also 
received letters from public officials, but it is telling that the letters featured 
most prominently in the anniversary issue were those by intellectuals and 
writers, not politicians. While congratulations by such prominent politicians as 
President Truman, Vice President Humphrey, and presidential candidate Adlai 
Stevenson, as well as Senators Jacob K. Javits, Edward Kennedy, Margaret 
Chase Smith, George McGovern and Eugene McCarthy, were printed in the 
margins, in small type, letters by William Saroyan, Bertrand Russell, Mark Van 
Doren, and Langston Hughes were featured more prominently in large print.14 
The kind of praise The Reporter received was also different from that 
bestowed upon The Nation. President Truman, for example, worded his 
testimonial to The Nation in very general terms: “I have always regarded The 
Nation an eloquent voice, and often a necessary voice.” To The Reporter he 
wrote: “The magazine has made a remarkably valuable contribution to the 
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information people should have regarding the Government of the United States 
and world affairs.” Senator Jacob K. Javits congratulated The Nation as follows: 
“The Nation has survived a hundred years of critics and detractors on a diet of 
controversy and stimulating – but often exceedingly unpopular – causes. It has 
survived and grown because there has continued to be a vital need for its voice.” 
To The Reporter he wrote: “The Reporter is absolutely essential to every person 
working for peace and freedom. It is literally a handbook for those of us in 
government.”15 While The Nation was valued for its vigor and its provocative, 
challenging viewpoints, The Reporter was valued for its agenda-setting function 
and for providing solid information and in-depth coverage. 
The question how government officials used the information provided 
by The Reporter will be discussed in subsequent chapters, but it seems 
appropriate to point out here that between 1949 and 1968 a total of 194 
Reporter articles were inserted in the Congressional Record. A number of these 
articles sparked heated debate on the Senate floor. During this same period 
eighteen Commentary articles, 134 articles from The Nation, and 393 New 
Republic articles were inserted in the Congressional Record. Clearly, the latter 
two, founded in 1865 and 1914 respectively, were experiencing some fierce 
competition from this new liberal magazine. 
Journalistic Standing 
The Reporter promotion department explicitly presented the magazine as a 
trendsetter and an agenda setter, emphasizing that The Reporter was greatly 
valued by representatives of the press and counted many print and television 
journalists among its subscribers. These included writers and editors at Time, 
Newsweek, US News & World Report, Life, Look, the Christian Science 
Monitor, The Saturday Evening Post, The New Yorker,  the New York Times, the 
Washington Post, the Chicago Sun-Times, and the Associated Press, as well as 
correspondents from local newspapers around the country, and correspondents, 
commentators, and executives at all the major radio stations and television 
networks.16 These journalists not only subscribed to The Reporter; many of 
them actively used the magazine as a source. Testimonials by American 
journalists – included in an information packet for potential advertisers – 
indicate that The Reporter attained its goal of raising the standards of American 
journalism. Tom Inman, associate editor of the Raleigh, North Carolina, News 
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and Observer, noted: “It is ‘must’ reading for the informed editorialist. Lively 
and literate, it is enjoyable homework.” A. Harrison Jenkins, associate editor of 
the Columbia, South Carolina, Record, voiced a similar sentiment: “The 
Reporter is a continuously provocative, independent journal of fact and opinion 
whose intrinsic value to the editorialist no professional would deny.” Barnet 
Nover, chief of the Denver Post’s Washington bureau, wrote: “I regard The 
Reporter as an outstanding publication, indispensable to the working 
Washington correspondent.” All in all, there seemed to be a consensus that The 
Reporter provided valuable insight and background information, oftentimes 
covering topics neglected in other media. “The Reporter,” Ross Cunningham, 
associate editor of the Seattle Times, wrote, “offers varying points of view, 
background and often new information which later becomes general news.”17 
Such testimonials should not, however, be taken at face value. Solicited by The 
Reporter’s promotion department, they reflect the image the magazine wanted 
to project, rather than its actual impact. 
A slightly more impartial measure of the magazine’s reputation as a 
trendsetter and an agenda setter is the list of journalistic prizes the magazine 
received during its nineteen-year existence. These included five George Polk 
Journalism Awards (1952, 1956, 1957, 1959, 1961), five Overseas Press Club 
Awards (1957, 1960, 1961, 1965, 1966), two Benjamin Franklin Magazine 
Awards (1955, 1956), five citations from the National Conference of Christian 
and Jews (1956, 1959, 1960, 1962, 1965), three National School Bell Awards 
(1963, 1965, 1966), an award from the International Federation of the Periodical 
Press (1964), two citations from the Society of Illustrators (1963), a Page One 
Award (1961), and a Sigma Delta Chi Award from the society of professional 
journalists (1958). Many of these awards went to The Reporter’s investigative 
exposés, coverage of the civil rights struggle, and its coverage and analysis of 
international affairs. While most of these awards went to individual authors, for 
specific articles, a number of them celebrated The Reporter in its entirety. In 
1961, for example, the Overseas Press Club honored the magazine for its Latin 
American coverage. It was the first time the organization gave an award to a 
magazine, instead of an individual journalist. In 1962 The Reporter received a 
Brotherhood Award from the National Conference of Christians and Jews, for 
“outstanding contributions promoting the cause of good will and understanding 
among all people of our nation.” In 1966 Max Ascoli and the entire staff of The 
Reporter received a double citation from the Overseas Press Club for best 
reporting from abroad and best interpretation of foreign affairs.18 Although the 
fact that The Reporter won these awards does not tell us much about the 
magazine’s impact on individual readers, it does indicate that the magazine was 
valued among representatives of the press. As we will see in later chapters, with 
its in-depth coverage of foreign and domestic affairs – its investigative exposés 
on such topics as the China Lobby, nuclear fallout, and the infringement on civil 
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liberties in particular – The Reporter frequently set the agenda for political 
debate. 
Responsibility of the Press 
As we have seen in previous chapters, The Reporter was established out of a 
great sense of responsibility. Max Ascoli’s ideas about the responsibility of 
intellectuals in a democratic society formed the background from which the 
magazine emerged. As he expressed in his books Intelligence in Politics (1936) 
and The Power of Freedom (1948), Ascoli believed that democracy could 
survive the assault from totalitarianism and come out victorious, but only if 
intellectuals were unremittingly critical of its political and social institutions. 
The responsibility of intellectuals formed a recurrent theme in Ascoli’s thinking 
about democracy. In a 1950 article for the Americans for Democratic Action 
Digest entitled “Freedom of Inquiry In a Democracy,” Ascoli wrote: “It has 
become actually true in our days that democracy is blind without the assistance 
of the inquiring mind and that the inquiring mind works for its own destruction 
if it does not assume its responsibilities toward democracy.”19 In order for 
democracy to survive, Ascoli argued, the American people needed to become 
more aware of the basic principles for which their country stood, and the 
responsibility for raising this awareness lay with the intellectuals. In order for 
the United States to fulfill its international responsibility these “professionals of 
analysis, reflection, and expression” needed to formulate a clear and 
overarching American ideology which could be communicated to the outside 
world. “To do the job,” Ascoli wrote in 1955, “is to acquire a far greater, more 
articulate knowledge of the peculiarities of the American experience.”20 
Ascoli defined the term intellectual broadly, including advisers to 
government, academics and educators, as well as editors and journalists. In 
Ascoli’s opinion, the press played an especially important role in making 
Americans aware of their civic responsibilities and preventing them from falling 
prey to manipulators and demagogues. Ascoli felt that it was the responsibility 
of the press to present the American people with the information they needed to 
make well-informed decisions. 
As we saw in Chapter 1 (Origins & Founding), freedom and 
responsibility of the press had been a special interest of Ascoli’s ever since his 
student-days, when he had witnessed the Fascist “regimentation” of the press in 
Italy. This experience, he later reflected, had taught him “that freedom of the 
press turns into a sheer verbal fetish when it is not integrated into the whole 
system of political freedoms and supported by them. Like the other instruments 
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of power in the modern state, executive, legislative, and judiciary, the press 
cannot be left to bear alone the brunt of political action.”21 
In 1955 Max Ascoli delivered the Don R. Mellett memorial address at 
the University of Oregon’s School of Journalism. In this lecture – in honor of 
journalist Don R. Mellett, who was assassinated in 1926 by enemies he had 
made in his crusade against corruption and criminal practices in Canton, Ohio – 
Ascoli expressed his ideas about “the responsibility of journalism and 
journalists.” The function of journalism, Ascoli argued, was “to provide readers 
with vicarious participation in events beyond the range of their experience and 
within the range of their interests,” and to broaden those interests wherever 
necessary.22 Although not all of them were aware of it, Ascoli argued, “the 
journalist is responsible for what the readers do not know and should know,” 
and, “freedom of the press is upheld when there are enough journalists who set 
the standards and live up to their responsibility.”23 Ascoli explained to his 
Oregon audience that he had founded The Reporter to contribute to a better 
informed public opinion:  
What was needed, I thought, was a quality, yet not esoteric, 
magazine: a magazine not designed for mass appeal and, at the 
same time, not limited to a parochial circulation; a magazine 
inspired by the conviction that there are probably not millions but 
some hundreds of thousands of readers in our country who worry 
about what goes on and are capable of thinking things through, if 
only they are given a chance. I started such a magazine. To a 
certain extent, I think I am succeeding.24 
Although Ascoli’s ideas about journalistic responsibility were clearly deeply 
felt, The Reporter’s critique of existing journalistic practices also formed an 
effective strategy to carve out a niche for the newly-founded magazine. From 
the start, the magazine distanced itself from both the existing journals of 
opinion and the newsmagazines, accusing the first of publishing a biased, 
preconceived version of events, and the second of presenting the facts without 
properly interpreting them. In The Reporter’s 1949 prospectus the editors noted: 
“The organs through which a democracy can see itself and the outside world are 
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threatened by slowly-blinding cataracts if the effort is not made to correct the 
faults of vision or perspective.” They assured their prospective readers that “The 
Reporter wants to give concrete examples of how this correction can be done, 
and will work to set up standards,” and professed their profound belief “in the 
function and responsibility of the press.”25 As we will see in subsequent 
chapters, however, The Reporter did not always live up to its own high 
standards. The magazine’s close cooperation with several government agencies 
certainly raises questions about its objectivity and independence. 
Objectivity vs. Interpretation 
The responsibility of the press formed a recurrent theme in The Reporter’s 
articles and editorials, especially during the 1950s. In 1950 the magazine 
devoted an entire issue to the question “What is the matter with the press?” In 
his editorial for this issue Max Ascoli concluded that “the major trouble with 
the American press – daily and weekly – is that it doesn’t give its readers or 
writers time to think … There is no reason why a weekly should not pause to 
reflect now and then, and even the dailies, with one-seventh of the time, could 
unquestionably pause more often than they do. The classic formula of the New 
York Times, ‘All the News That’s Fit to Print,’ ought to be re-examined – 
particularly the ‘all’ and the ‘fit’ – for it results in rushing too much news 
straight to the printing plant.”26 “What’s wrong with the press?” Max Ascoli 
wondered again in 1952, and once again he singled out the New York Times for 
scrutiny. As the “daily installment of the archives of history” the New York 
Times, he argued, suffered from excessive objectivity.27 Ascoli also lashed out 
at the Henry Luce empire, referring to Time, Life, and Fortune as assembly-line 
products which “chop up, retouch, and slant the news to a point where 
resemblance with the facts is purely coincidental.”28 Unlike the New York 
Times, he argued, the Luce publications were not objective enough. “It must not 
be forgotten,” Ascoli wrote shortly after the 1952 elections, “that Time, unlike 
U.S. News & World Report, never came out officially or editorially for 
Eisenhower. It simply kept publishing what was favorable to Eisenhower and 
unfavorable to his opponent, and called it ‘news.’”29  
Objective reporting, a balanced presentation of the facts with an 
emphasis on accuracy, had been the journalistic ideal since the mid-1800s. It 
was not until the 1920s that journalists first came to realize that ultimately all 
facts were human constructions and that they could not, therefore, be 
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objectively reported. The complexity of the economic, social, military, and 
diplomatic problems of the 1930s and 1940s called for explanation and 
interpretation rather than “straight” reporting. The period from the start of the 
New Deal through World War II thus saw the advent of interpretive reporting, 
but it was Senator Joseph McCarthy who marked the beginning of a new era. 
His exploitation of “straight” reporting made journalists realize that objectivity 
not only fell short; it actually trapped them into becoming McCarthy’s 
accomplices. McCarthyism thus led to extensive self-examination among 
American journalists, who came to realize that in addition to accuracy, a 
reporter should also strive for contextualization and enable readers to weigh the 
facts.30 The Reporter was at the forefront of this movement. By setting an 
example and initiating debate about the responsibility of the press the magazine 
played an important role in bringing about a shift in journalistic practices. 
The Reporter was particularly concerned about the press’ failure to 
adequately inform the public about McCarthyism. In his very first article as 
Washington correspondent, Douglass Cater analyzed the press’ predilection for 
objectivity. “The press of America,” he wrote, “has long constituted itself a 
merry Fourth Estate, largely immune from criticism. Today, the advent of 
McCarthyism has thrown real fear into the hearts of some, fear of what a 
demagogue can do to America while the press helplessly gives its sometimes 
unwilling cooperation.”31 The American press, Cater argued, functioned as “a 
system of loudspeakers that transmits and amplifies the words uttered in the 
public arena.” The trouble was that McCarthy knew exactly how to dominate 
the loudspeaker and make it transmit his message, and his message alone. 
McCarthy, Cater explained, was very adept at exploiting copy deadlines, 
making sure that his accusations always featured more prominently than the 
denials which inevitably followed. Cater pointed out that the American press, 
set in its ways of amplifying “the facts,” had fallen victim to the man with the 
loudest voice and the fewest scruples. In the battle for the headlines the 
controversial and unexpected – McCarthy accusing a government official of 
being a “spy,” “pinko,” “card-carrying-communist,” etc. – would always 
triumph over the uncontroversial and expected – the accused’s denial of 
McCarthy’s charges. Its commitment to “straight” reporting was seriously 
hampering the press in its coverage of McCarthyism. “‘The job of the straight 
reporter,” Cater wrote, “is to take the place of the spectator who is unable to be 
present. Like the spectator, he does not delve into motives or other side issues 
except as they become a part of the public record.’” Instead of spectators, Cater 
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argued, reporters needed to become investigators. Reporters had to start taking 
initiative and their “straight” reporting needed to become “interpretive,” or 
“investigative.” In theory, readers should be able to make up their own minds 
about the facts they find in their newspapers, but readers may have difficulty 
doing so if the facts are selected solely for their headline value. Instead of 
bringing clearer understanding to the reader, “straight” reporting of a 
phenomenon as complex as McCarthyism inevitably resulted in a distortion of 
reality. Although many responsible newspapers defied McCarthy in their 
editorials, Cater argued that editorials alone could not “counteract the front-
page headline.” The facts, Cater argued, needed to be accompanied by 
interpretation; they needed to be weighed before being printed. Reporters 
needed to start investigating McCarthy’s charges before printing them as facts.32 
The same issue included an article by William H. Hessler, who 
denounced Congressional investigators and newspaper editors for bypassing the 
fundamental legal principle that a person is presumed innocent until proven 
guilty. “The victim,” Hessler wrote, “is accused in print and pilloried by 
publicity. If later proved innocent in a court of law, he must rebuild his 
damaged reputation as best he can.” Although Congressional investigative 
committees did not actually have the power to prosecute, the false or unproved 
accusations they brought forth quickly became headline-news. Thus, Hessler 
argued, the victim “can be made a pariah, a despicable creature, an outcast, 
regardless of whether, by law, he is guilty of the charges leveled at him under 
the cover of Senatorial immunity.” While the Congressional investigators were 
responsible for the actual accusations, the press, Hessler pointed out, played an 
equally important role in this “ordeal by headline.”33 
Such warnings about the pitfalls of objectivity formed a recurrent theme 
in The Reporter’s pages throughout the 1950s. In 1955, for example, the 
magazine published an imaginary interview with James Reston, chief of the 
New York Times Washington bureau. The article, written by staff writer William 
Lee Miller, was a spoof of Reston’s own imaginary interviews, published in the 
New York Times. “Just because we hold Mr. Reston in the highest esteem,” the 
introduction to the article read, “we feel that he deserves a mild application of 
the Reston treatment.”34 In the interview, Miller bombarded Reston with 
rhetorical questions, arguing that “top journalists” like Reston make the news as 
much as they report it. “You not only observe reality; you change that reality by 
the way you observe and report it.” Sometimes, Miller argued, striving for 
objectivity could make a reporter overlook the truth, making him “more 
impartial on one side than the other.”35 Although this fake interview was 
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primarily meant to be funny – and it is – it is also clear that many of the views 
Miller expresses in the article are real, because they resurface in a number of 
other Reporter articles.36 In 1960, for example, The Reporter published excerpts 
from staff writer Marya Mannes’ address before the American Society of 
Newspaper Editors. She charged the nation’s local press – “which in hundreds 
of American communities is the only news available” – with laziness and 
conservatism. The press was presenting such a one-sided picture of reality, 
Mannes claimed, that even television was doing a better job at keeping the 
public informed. Local newspapers had abdicated their responsibility to present 
more than one side to every issue. “It is easier to print wire-service dispatches 
than have a reporter on the beat. It is easier to buy syndicated columns than find 
– and train – your own local talent … . And in handling straight news, it is 
easier to assume the pious mantle of objectivity than to edit.”37 That same year 
The Reporter also published an article by Louis M. Lyons, curator of the 
Nieman Foundation for Journalism at Harvard, who denounced American 
newspapers “for their failure to inform, for their editorial vacuum, for the chain-
store approach of their publishers.” Lyons argued that criticism was absent in 
the pages of American newspapers and that conformity and conservatism had 
become their main characteristics.38 
The Reporter’s Journalistic Approach 
From the start, The Reporter had been determined to change these existing 
journalistic practices by raising awareness “that the public is best informed 
when it is given proven facts and a chance to see them in perspective – a chance 
to think.”39 The magazine attempted to provide such contextualization with its 
extensive background articles on domestic and foreign affairs and its 
investigative exposés. Finding the right balance between objectivity and bias 
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did not always prove to be easy, however. It can be argued that The Reporter 
was first and foremost a magazine of causes. As the following chapters will 
demonstrate, The Reporter’s coverage was frequently motivated by ideological 
and political considerations and the magazine’s served first and foremost to 
underscore the stance formulated in Max Ascoli’s editorials. 
In 1953 The Reporter came under attack for this very reason when Mary 
McCarthy initiated an attempt to found a new magazine called Critic. 
McCarthy, a novelist, essayist, and critic, played an important role in reviving 
Partisan Review during the 1930s. She served as the journal’s drama critic from 
1937 till 1945. Her second novel The Oasis (1949) was a satire of the New 
York intellectual circles in which she herself was a prominent figure. Her most 
famous novel The Group, which follows the lives of eight Vassar graduates of 
the class of 1933, was published in 1963.40 When Mary McCarthy first 
suggested starting a new magazine, Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., tried to interest Max 
Ascoli into taking her on as an editor, hoping that that way the new project 
could be assimilated into The Reporter. “It might be well worth your while to 
have a talk with Mary McCarthy,” he wrote Ascoli. “Mary is filled with ideas; 
she is an excellent text editor; she is an exceedingly intelligent girl; and her 
interests are much broader than her little-magazine past would suggest. She also 
has an unparalleled acquaintance among the writers whom I know you would 
like to get for The Reporter.”41 Ascoli, however, was not taken with this idea 
and rejected Schlesinger, Jr.’s suggestion.42  Schlesinger, Jr., later reflected: 
“We all envied the Reporter for Marian [sic.] Ascoli’s money; but we never 
reached any stage of serious negotiation with Max. The Reporter was Ascoli’s 
cherished baby, and there was no chance that he would give it up or take on a 
strong-minded partner like Mary McC[arthy].”43 According to her biographer 
Frances Kiernan, McCarthy herself was not taken with this idea either. There 
was no love lost between McCarthy and Ascoli and unlike Schlesinger, Jr., and 
Rovere, who were not all that dissatisfied with The Reporter, McCarthy truly 
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wanted to start a new magazine, “with no ideal of coverage, no consumer-angle, 
analytic and satirical rather than newsy or crusading.”44 
Four out of five members of Critic’s proposed board of editors – Mary 
McCarthy, Dwight Macdonald, Richard Rovere, and Arthur Schlesinger, Jr. – 
were contributors to The Reporter.45 Not only was this new magazine aimed at 
the same audience as The Reporter, the prospectus was also a blatant attack on 
the liberal magazines, “old and new.”46 The idea for the new magazine stemmed 
from a serious concern about McCarthyism, augmented by Stevenson’s defeat 
by Eisenhower, as well as a deeply felt dissatisfaction among liberal 
intellectuals with the available outlets for ideas. According to McCarthy 
biographer Carol Gelderman, “The Nation and The New Republic no longer 
occupied central positions in American intellectual life, and although 
Commentary and The Reporter were respectable, they had never achieved an 
equivalent importance.”47 According to the Critic prospectus, the existing 
journals of opinion were conformist and “seemed to observe rigid if invisible 
rules of thought.” The conclusion that there was no magazine which welcomed 
original and non-dogmatic political analysis, satire, and reporting, underscored 
the fact that these gripes were aimed specifically at The Reporter, which had 
been founded exactly for that reason. Obviously a number of its own prominent 
contributors did not feel it was fulfilling its promise. 
One specific complaint in the Critic prospectus was that the existing 
liberal magazines did not cover McCarthyism properly, neglecting McCarthy’s 
background and origins and preferring instead “to treat him as a nightmare and 
thereby heighten[ing] the helpless terror of their reader.” This attack does not 
seem fair in the case of The Reporter, which was very outspoken in its 
denunciation of Senator McCarthy, but also did an excellent job putting 
McCarthyism in perspective, as will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 6 
(The Reporter’s Opposition to McCarthy).48 
One point of criticism that was aimed specifically at The Reporter 
regarded editorial policy and editing practices. Although this particular 
paragraph referred to “liberal magazines” in general, the direct reference to the 
magazine’s subtitle “A Magazine of Facts and Ideas” makes it clear that the 
accusations were meant specifically for The Reporter: 
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The liberal magazines, characteristically, think of their position as 
beleaguered, and their prime concern therefore, is with security. 
An anxiety not to give aid and comfort to the enemy drives them to 
suppress, like military censors, any facts or ideas that might tend to 
support the enemy’s side. This means, in practice, that they will 
hire hack-writers in preference to writers of independent habits; 
the hack-writer does not object to having his pieces cut and 
rewritten, and by his very nature he is docile, in advance, to the 
editor’s demands. The story the editor wishes him to write is 
already formed in his mind before he undertakes his research. And 
the growing practice of editorial ‘collaboration,’ that is, of 
mapping out the story with the author or reporter before sending 
him out into the field insures conformity at its source. The editor 
masterminds the story and the author becomes his instrument – the 
organ-pipe for the editor at the console. 49 
 Although McCarthy clearly had a personal ax to grind – The Reporter’s editors 
were not always impressed with her work, which they felt lacked a broader 
significance, and frequently insisted on editorial revisions50 – there is at least 
some truth to her allegations. The Reporter was, beyond a doubt, a magazine of 
causes. It was, first and foremost, a platform for Max Ascoli’s ideas and 
worldview and there was not much room for dissenting opinions. As a result, 
the editing process focused not only on improving the precision of contributors’ 
language and the clarity of their argument, but on the positions and opinions 
expressed in their articles as well. 
McCarthy was, in fact, not the only contributor to complain about The 
Reporter’s editing practices. Isaac Deutscher, The Reporter’s foremost expert 
on the Soviet Union, explicitly demanded that his articles appear as written, 
with the exception of minor stylistic changes.51 When Theodore White, who 
served as The Reporter’s European correspondent during the early 1950s, 
returned to the United States in 1954 to become the magazine’s “national 
correspondent,” he warned Ascoli that he would accept only the most fair and 
requisite editing of his copy: “Editing me in New York you will find me more 
tough and difficult to handle than in the past.”52 Although White enjoyed 
working for The Reporter, his relationship with Ascoli became problematic 
once they no longer had the Atlantic Ocean between them. White later reflected: 
In depth of learning and sheer brilliance of mind he was 
unmatched – as he was in vileness of temper and exaggeration of 
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ego. … There was a histrionic brutality to Ascoli’s manners; if he 
did not like a writer’s work, he might scream with rage and throw 
the pages of copy into the air like a child kicking leaves into the 
wind. If he did like a writer’s copy, his compliments were as 
niggardly as his envy and appreciation were apparent. The 
Reporter was his private principality; and in his court he behaved 
as the greater Medici behaved in Florence.53 
White lasted only a year as The Reporter’s national correspondent.54 The break 
finally came when Ascoli assigned White a full-scale study of the city of New 
York. As White saw it – after turning out draft after draft, which were all turned 
down – Ascoli, as a typical liberal, was looking for an answer, a solution, which 
was something White could not give him. White later reflected that, at the time, 
he no longer believed in that “school of liberal journalism,” which held that 
there was an intellectual and moral solution for every complicated problem. 
Ascoli, on the other hand, believed “that there was … a solution for every 
problem and he, through his magazine, would deliver it.” White particularly 
resented Ascoli’s attempts to rewrite his work, finding answers where White 
believed there were none.55 
Looking back on his brief time as Ascoli’s second-in-command in 1959, 
Irving Kristol reflected: “The political articles were his [Ascoli’s] domain, over 
which he exercised a lordly sovereignty. … He regarded his long editorials … 
as the magazine’s centerpiece and very reason for being. Indeed, he bitterly 
resented any article that caused too much comment because it distracted 
attention from his editorials.”56 Kristol’s views on The Reporter’s editorial 
practices were very similar to those expressed by McCarthy. Ascoli, he noted, 
“preferred second-rate contributors whose copy he could regard as raw material. 
… He was always competing with his writers, and the only way he could win 
was to prefer the second-rate to anything better.”57 It should be noted that like 
McCarthy, Kristol had his own personal reasons to denounce The Reporter and 
Max Ascoli in particular. Ascoli had hired Kristol to serve as The Reporter’s 
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editor, but in the end he was unwilling to relinquish or even share his editorial 
duties. 
The fact that The Reporter did not live up to the expectations of these 
New York Intellectuals was also due, at least in part, to the fact that it was very 
different, in purpose and objectives, from the liberal journals of opinion. While 
these journals were known for their “think pieces” and intellectual debates, The 
Reporter published primarily in-depth background articles and factual analyses, 
not opinion pieces. These articles were expected to reflect The Reporter’s 
worldview and often served to underscore Ascoli’s editorials. This insistence 
did not form a major problem during the 1950s because most of The Reporter’s 
contributors were in general agreement with the worldview it represented. It did 
become problematic, however, when this agreement began to unravel, during 
the early 1960s. As we will see in Chapter 10 (Turn to the Right?) It was not 
until the mid-1960s that The Reporter’s editing practices became truly 
disconcerting. Robert Cowley pointed out that during his stint as associate 
editor at The Reporter in 1965 and 1966  articles were edited to such an extent 
that they were homogenized and the author’s voice would be lost. Cowley 
argued that although there was no such thing as a Reporter voice, there was a 
Reporter attitude: Max Ascoli’s attitude.58 While there is some truth to the 
complaints about heavy editing, the accusations about The Reporter hiring only 
“hack writers” or “second-rate contributors” are unfounded, as the many 
prominent names among The Reporter’s contributors – including intellectuals 
and government officials – indicate. 
As was to be expected, Ascoli was appalled when he received the Critic 
prospectus. He was especially angry about Schlesinger, Jr.’s involvement, 
making it clear that he would have expected him to put a stop to the initiative, 
instead of joining in. “We are in a very tight spot, all of us,” he wrote 
Schlesinger, Jr., “and it seems to me that we have got to stick together and join 
forces.”59 In the end, the Critic project came to nothing and despite their 
dissatisfaction all those involved, including Mary McCarthy, continued to 
contribute to The Reporter.60 
In a 1960 review of the Reporter anthology Our Times: The Best of The 
Reporter, published in Commentary, Harris Dienstfrey pointed to another 
shortcoming of The Reporter’s journalistic approach.61 The articles in Our 
Times, Dienstfrey argued, contained merely “factual reportage, pointing to no 
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original ideas nor suggesting any emotional involvement of the author with his 
subject” and failed to “indicate that The Reporter has changed during its first 
ten years in either tone or outlook.” What these articles lacked, in Dienstfrey’s 
opinion, was a moral stance: “The pieces of reportage advance no special thesis, 
propose no particular legislation, affix no lables, good or bad. Their conclusions 
attempt only a calm summary of the clearest facts, on the assumption, 
apparently, that facts revealing un-liberal behavior are by themselves enough to 
put the spur to public interest.”62 The way The Reporter weighed all the facts 
and almost compulsively presented both sides of every story, Dienstfrey argued, 
was “unenlightening” because it made every problem – whether the AEC’s 
nuclear tests, wire tapping, or national security issues – apolitical, thus 
destroying its “power to outrage.”63 By avoiding the larger implications of these 
stories, Dienstfrey argued, The Reporter actively diminished their “political 
explosiveness.”64 The Reporter, in Dienstfrey’s opinion, was not asking the 
right questions, let alone answering them. 
As will become clear in subsequent chapters of this study, The 
Reporter’s coverage did frequently serve very specific political and ideological 
objectives. Dienstfrey was correct in pointing out, however, that unlike 
Commentary and other journals of opinion, The Reporter did not publish 
explicit opinion pieces. The magazine presented “the facts” leaving it up to its 
readers to deduce their meaning. It is true that this practice often made for dull 
reading and that The Reporter’s investigative exposés in particular could have 
been more explosive if the magazine had taken an explicit moral stance instead 
of letting the facts speak for themselves. However, The Reporter’s articles were 
not as blandly objective as Dienstfrey made them out to be, as will be clearly 
demonstrated in the following chapters. The facts which The Reporter presented 
to its readers were specifically selected to promote a specific worldview as well 
as particular ideological and political objectives. 
The Press and Government 
In addition to the responsibility of the press, the responsibility of government 
officials in dealing with the press also formed a recurrent theme in The 
Reporter’s pages. The magazine was especially critical of the way government 
officials – and their armies of public relations officers and press agents – 
“managed” the news, distorting information, or even withholding it from the 
public. In 1952 the editors observed that “the established methods of reporting 
and commenting on the news … are utterly inadequate in coping with the most 
up-to-date political techniques of producing prefabricated and precolored 
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‘news.’”65 The president himself was one of the government officials becoming 
more and more adept at “managing” the news. Publicity had become a powerful 
weapon in the “battle with both Congress and the Opposition party,” and instead 
of “a courtesy extended to the newspaper and radio correspondents” the White 
House press conference had become an important “device for keeping public 
attention focused on the president as the single most important man in the 
United States.”66 The mythmaking and glorification of the Eisenhower 
administration, the Kennedy administration’s relative openness and 
accessibility, and the manipulation of the press by presidential candidate 
Richard Nixon formed recurrent themes in The Reporter’s Washington 
coverage.67 
The Reporter was well aware that the rise of television added an entirely 
new dimension to the relationship between government and the press. 
Politicians quickly learned how to use the new medium to their advantage and 
eventually television changed not only the behavior of individual politicians, 
but the entire process of electoral campaigning. During the 1952 presidential 
campaign – the first in which television played a role – The Reporter sounded a 
clear warning, presciently noting that television posed a threat to the political 
process because it gave “the candidate with the most money … an unfair 
advantage,” because “networks and sponsors will subtly acquire claims to 
political favor,” because it was “the perfect medium for the charlatan, the 
demagogue,” and because, The Reporter feared, “issues will be glossed over in 
TV spectacles and that personal shortcomings will be lacquered by glibly 
written scripts.”68 
During the 1956 presidential campaign, when television was on the 
verge of becoming the most important campaign tool, The Reporter’s writers 
and editors expressed their concern that television distorted the political 
process. Politicians who lacked a certain aptitude, or lacked the enormous 
amounts of money required to campaign on television might as well withdraw, 
Robert Bendiner argued in his 1956 article “How Presidents Are Made.”69 In 
another article – “The Politicians Try Victory Through Air Power” – William 
Harlan Hale noted that advertising agencies were using the new medium to sell 
presidential candidates as if they were new types of toothpaste or detergent, 
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addressing themselves not to responsible citizens, but to ever-lower common 
denominators. Television, he noted, had already changed the format of 
campaigning, ruling out lengthy speeches and discussions. “It was corn, but it 
won votes,” is how he described Nixon’s Checkers speech and the “Eisenhower 
Answers America” campaign spots.70  
In 1960 both Max Ascoli and Douglass Cater were very critical of the 
new campaign practice of television debates. The medium and the formula of 
the broadcast led inevitably to a flattening and repetition of ideas, chopping 
them up into sound bites which were repeated over and over again. Because 
they were aimed at such a large audience, Ascoli argued, the debates put image 
before content. He could only hope – “the traumatic shock of the Checkers 
speech” still fresh in his mind – that the American people had been able “to see 
through it all.”71 Douglass Cater, who was a member of the panel of journalists 
asking questions during the third debate, was not impressed either: “The format 
of the Great Debate was neither fish nor fowl, not permitting the relentless 
interrogation of the ‘Meet the Press’ type of quiz show or the clash of ideas that 
can occur in a genuine debate.” The technicalities had been prepared to 
perfection, but “nobody showed much concern with what the program was to be 
about,” and image was much more important than what the candidates actually 
said.72 What was important was not who was more sincere, or who was best 
informed, but who was judged to be more sincere and who appeared best 
informed. Television, Ascoli concluded, was simply not suited for such a 
confrontation between presidential candidates. Although it had “an 
extraordinary potency as entertainer and salesman,” the selling of presidential 
candidates was not proportionate to the medium, as the selling of beer, 
detergent, or vacuum cleaners was. Perhaps, Ascoli proposed, the networks 
should focus on providing entertaining programs and making a profit, rather 
than getting involved in the nation’s democratic processes.73 
Throughout the 1950s and early 1960s The Reporter also expressed its 
concern about the fact that government agencies were increasingly controlling 
the information to which the press had access. In his 1951 article “News the 
People Can’t Get” Allen Raymond noted government agencies were 
increasingly handing out formal releases, sealing off official records, and 
imposing “military security” on more and more areas of government.74 “One of 
the most trying problems confronting the press as it attempts to report matters of 
high governmental policy,” Douglass Cater argued in his 1955 article 
“Government by Leak,” is “how to conduct a vigorous intelligence operation 
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without being made victim of the counterintelligence schemes of various public 
officials.”75 In this article Cater discussed the background briefing, the off-the-
record get-together of government officials and reporters. Due to their innate 
informality, the obscurity of the rules involved, and the fact that reporters could 
not quote their sources or check the facts with which they were presented, these 
briefings, Cater argued, often served to turn the reporter into “an agent of 
confusion rather than of clarification.”76 
Following the Bay of Pigs invasion in 1961, government officials 
publicly attacked the press for disclosing government secrets. Shortly after the 
abortive invasion President Kennedy himself called on the nation’s journalists 
for restraint: “‘If the press is waiting for a declaration of war before it imposes 
the self-discipline of combat conditions, then I can only say that no war ever 
posed a greater threat to our security.’”77 Following President Kennedy’s 
statement government officials complained that premature publicity not only 
harmed the United States’ international bargaining position, but that 
government policies were often presented in the press before they had been 
finalized and were often distorted in the process.78 “For the reporter in 
Washington,” Douglass Cater protested, “there is a note of unreality about much 
of the outcry over secrecy.” These government officials, he argued, blatantly 
ignored the way American government worked. “Policies and programs being 
fought out frequently depend for their life or death on the publicity that can 
stimulate political support.”79 Government officials needed leaks as much as the 
press did. In the area of defense especially, Cater argued, leakage was a 
powerful tool in the permanent struggle for both attention and tax dollars 
between the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force. Although he acknowledged 
that editors needed to take into consideration the fact that the information they 
were publishing could blow the cover off a highly covert operation and provide 
ammunition for opponents at the U.N., Cater feared “that what officials really 
want is to make him [the reporter] into a glorified public-relations man for the 
government.”80 Cater called for a two-way responsibility; editors needed to 
realize “that the decision to publish news affecting national security should be 
based on a higher standard than what is referred to as ‘news judgment,’” and 
government officials needed to realize that it was often their own indiscretion 
which led to revelations in the press. “There need to be ways of arbitrating the 
war of intelligence-counterintelligence that goes on between government and 
the press,” Cater argued. He suggested appointing a White House official who 
would not censor, but “advise reporters or their editors when a story should be 
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delayed or deleted in the interest of national security,” providing an 
“opportunity to converse about their problems,” an opportunity which Cater felt 
“could be beneficial to both sides.”81 
As we will see in later chapters, The Reporter itself actively participated 
with certain government agencies. The Reporter’s ideas about the role and 
responsibility of the press are best represented by the title of Douglass Cater’s 
classic book on the relationship between the press and government: The Fourth 
Branch of Government. As The Reporter saw it, in the context of the Cold War 
representatives of the press and government officials were working toward the 
same overarching goals. Cooperation was, therefore, necessary. This did not 
mean, however, that journalists should allow themselves to be manipulated by 
government agencies. As will be described in greater detail in Chapter 9 
(Propaganda, Policy, and Covert Operations) The Reporter was convinced that 
its close cooperation with the US government was necessary and that it was 
based on reciprocity and interdependence, not manipulation. As a result, the 
magazine’s editors did not consider such cooperation compromising, a position 
which we will examine in greater detail in Chapter 9 (Propaganda, Policy, and 
Covert Operations). 
The Reporter’s Washington Staff 
The Reporter not only covered the debate about the role and responsibility of 
the press; it actively participated in it, playing an important part in shaping the 
discourse and setting the standards for conscientious and reliable journalism. By 
criticizing existing journalistic practices the magazine played an important role 
in the shift from objective to interpretive reporting. The Reporter’s Washington 
staff played a crucial role in this process. Three of these staff members – 
Douglass Cater, Meg Greenfield, and William L. Rivers – not only made 
important contributions to the discussion about the power and responsibility of 
the press in the pages of The Reporter, but also continued to use the experience 
and insight they had gained there throughout their further careers. All three of 
them published books dealing with the interaction between government and the 
press. It can be argued that The Reporter’s ideas about journalistic 
responsibility and the standards of interpretive and investigative reporting it 
helped to create lived on through the work of these three Washington 
journalists. The final section of this chapter explores the writings and further 
careers of these Reporter staff members, all three of whom, in one way or 
another, extended the magazine’s influence well beyond its demise. 
Douglass Cater 
Washington editor Douglass Cater – who was born in Montgomery, Alabama – 
was The Reporter’s correspondent in the South until Max Ascoli sent him to 
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Washington, DC, in early 1950. He joined The Reporter in 1948, foregoing a 
Harvard Ph.D. to be a part of Ascoli’s experiment.82 In July 1952 Cater was 
officially listed on the masthead as Washington editor, a function he held for the 
next ten years. During this time Cater became one of the most prominent 
Reporter staff members, highly respected in government circles. He played a 
crucial role in establishing The Reporter’s reputation in the nation’s capital. 
Under his guidance the Washington staff – which in addition to Cater consisted 
of two writers who doubled as researchers and a secretary – kept up to date on 
current developments in Washington, DC, and set up a network of useful 
contributors and contacts in the White House, Congress, the State Department, 
the embassies, and the Pentagon. Cater reported directly to Max Ascoli, who 
talked to Cater, and later Meg Greenfield, for a couple of hours every week; a 
standard Sunday ritual.83 Cater also functioned as Ascoli’s personal liaisons in 
Washington, DC, often arranging meetings for him and writing memorandums 
to keep him up to date on the latest political developments.  
Cater had developed a special interest in the interaction between the 
press and government early in his career as The Reporter’s Washington editor, 
when he combined journalism with active participation in government affairs. 
In 1951, Cater held a temporary appointment as special assistant to the 
Secretary of the Army, and in 1952 he was a consultant to the Mutual Security 
Agency, as well as a campaign speech writer for Democratic vice-presidential 
nominee John Sparkman. He took several leaves of absence from his job as 
Washington editor in order to study the relationship between the press and 
government. In 1955, for example, he was awarded a Guggenheim Fellowship 
to study the interaction of journalists and government officials in Washington, 
DC, and in 1957 and 1958 Cater received an Eisenhower Exchange Fellowship 
to study the relationship between the press and government in the Soviet Union, 
India, Great Britain, and Germany. His research resulted in the publication of 
his highly acclaimed The Fourth Branch of Government (1959), which built on 
many of the ideas he had expressed in his Reporter articles.84 Cater’s book thus 
forms an important example of The Reporter’s lasting influence on American 
journalism. 
The Fourth Branch of Government is a classic; it is one of the first 
books to explore the interaction between government and the press. The book’s 
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main argument is that the Washington press corps is a powerful force in 
Washington, DC, and operates as “a quasiofficial fourth branch of 
government.”85 Although Cater did not coin the phrase, his book is still 
frequently drawn on by political scientists and mass communication scholars, 
both as a point of departure for their own research and as a textbook in courses 
dealing with the mass media’s political role in American democracy.86 In a 
column for the Washington Post, written a few days after Cater’s death in 1995, 
Edwin Yoder referred to The Fourth Branch of Government as “one of those 
seminal books that say all that needs saying about a subject.”87 The Fourth 
Branch of Government won a National Book Award in 1960. 
In his book Cater characterized American government during the late 
1950s as “government by publicity.”88 Because of its agenda setting function 
and its role in shaping public opinion the press was an immensely powerful 
force in Washington, DC. Journalists, Cater argued, helped “to shape the course 
of government” by choosing which events and proposals to present to the public 
and which to ignore, highlighting certain policy proposals while downplaying 
others, and even sometimes killing policy through premature exposure.89 
To illustrate the power of the press to influence what people think 
about, Cater pointed out that the press and public opinion played an important 
role in the power struggle between the legislative and the executive branches of 
government. Cater noted that around 1950, there had been a shift in the focus of 
public attention from the president to Congress. Before 1950 executive actions 
– the Truman Doctrine, the Marshall Plan, and the Berlin Airlift, for example – 
were seen as the major events of government. After 1950 and especially 
between 1950 and 1953, the era of McCarthyism, public attention was directed 
at Congress.90 Cater also noted that a new type of politician was emerging, 
personified by senator Joseph McCarthy, who had many of the characteristics of 
a demagogue, and saw publicity as an end in itself. McCarthyism, Cater argued, 
illustrated the challenges embedded in the power of the press, and the dangers 
of manipulation by government officials. 
The Fourth Branch of Government was a clear indictment of the notion 
of journalistic objectivity, which, Cater felt, blinded reporters to the dangers of 
manipulation. The system of “government by publicity” posed a challenge to 
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both reporters and government officials: “The official acts on the premise that 
premature publicity can be a destructive force if it undermines the effort to 
reconcile diverse interests and causes the hardening of fixed positions. The 
reporter believes in the purifying powers of publicity. He is the sworn enemy of 
secrecy. He holds firm in the faith that ‘public opinion’ must have an 
opportunity to express itself while policy is still malleable and has not been 
molded into unchangeable dogma.”91 As a result, government officials and their 
public relations officers would always try to manipulate and even exploit the 
press and the individual reporter had to continually remind himself that it was 
his responsibility to find the facts and to present to his readers “the closest 
approximation to the truth that he can discover.”92 
In his 1995 tribute to Cater, Edwin Yoder concluded that The Fourth 
Branch of Government had changed American journalism forever: 
Whether as an original perception or as the articulation of a 
consensus, Cater’s book helped kill the cult of journalistic 
‘objectivity’; and it was good riddance. If, today, a U.S. senator 
asserts that the sky was blue on Labor Day, a diligent reporter will 
check the back weather reports. And if it was actually gray, you 
can bet that fact will be reported early in the story, under the 
convention that Stephen Hess of the Brookings Institution calls 
‘corrective journalism.’ And even the excesses of corrective 
journalism are a vast improvement over the abuses of the rules of 
‘objectivity’ … In short, it was Douglass Cater, more than anyone 
else, who changed the rules of American journalism, and very 
much for the better.93 
The “cult of objectivity” had been frequently criticized by The Reporter ever 
since the publication of its prospectus and Cater’s ideas about the responsibility 
of the press had, clearly, been formed under Max Ascoli’s influence. Ascoli’s 
personal interest in the project enabled Cater to research and write The Fourth 
Branch of Government while remaining on The Reporter’s masthead as 
Washington editor. Ascoli also proofread Cater’s manuscript and devoted two 
separate issues of The Reporter to prepublications from Cater’s book. In 1955, 
before accepting the Guggenheim fellowship, Cater wrote Ascoli that he 
considered the research project he was about to embark on “in an important 
way, the outgrowth of the training and the tutelage that you have given me these 
past seven years.”94 
Throughout his career at The Reporter, Cater retained his special 
interest in the interaction between government and the press. In 1959, while still 
on the Reporter staff, Cater became the first lecturer to hold the newly-
established Ferris Chair of Journalism at Princeton University. Partly inspired 
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by Cater’s The Fourth Branch of Government, the new journalism program was 
to “‘explore intensively the manner in which the modern-day journalist assists 
in the process of policy formation and execution in both the legislative and 
executive branches of the Government through the communication of 
information and the reflection of public opinion.’”95 In 1961 Cater was awarded 
a special George Polk Journalism Award for “‘bringing clarity to the 
complexities of big government’ and for his ‘continuing analysis of the 
processes and pressures in Federal government.’”96 During his final year at The 
Reporter Cater was appointed a fellow of the Center for Advanced Studies at 
Wesleyan University, where he taught seminars on public affairs and worked on 
a book on Washington politics. Power in Washington – subtitled A Critical 
Look at Today’s Struggle to Govern in the Nation’s Capitol –examined the 
difference between the official forms of power in Washington, DC, and the way 
in which power is effectively exercised. The ensuing struggle within and 
between the Presidency, the Congress, the Pentagon, the political parties, the 
Washington lobbies, and the press formed the focus of Cater’s book. “Of 
Douglass Cater’s six acclaimed books … none has had more impact on the 
discipline of political science than Power in Washington,” his colleagues at 
Auburn University’s Political Science Department wrote after Cater’s death in 
1995. “The volume is a classic in its analysis of policy formulation and 
development at the national level. The term ‘subgovernment’ which 
characterizes policy clusters that tend to dominate a distinct portion of the 
policy arena was coined by Cater. A great tribute to this gentleman of letters is 
that the term ‘subgovernment’ is a part of the lexicon of public policy and many 
who use the term are unaware of the person who coined it.”97 When, in the 
spring of 1963, Cater was appointed associate director of the Center of 
Advanced Studies at Wesleyan, his duties could no longer be combined with the 
full responsibility of his Washington editorship. Cater continued to write for 
The Reporter, but his position on the masthead was changed to national affairs 
editor.98 In May 1964 Cater left The Reporter to become special assistant to 
President Johnson. Serving as the education specialist on Johnson’s staff Cater 
played a central role in the creation of the Public Broadcasting System (PBS).99 
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Cater, who frequently appeared in the media, was one of the most 
visible Reporter staff members and was able to convey The Reporter’s 
philosophy to a large body of radio-listeners, television-viewers, students, and 
government officials. 
William Rivers 
Before joining the The Reporter’s Washington staff as a correspondent in 1960, 
William Rivers had written a dissertation about the role Washington 
correspondents played in shaping both public opinion and government policy, 
which was published in 1965 as The Opinionmakers. Rivers’ book included 
numerous references to The Reporter, “a magazine so significant that nearly 
every important government official either reads it himself or assigns it to an 
underling.”100 In The Opinionmakers Rivers explored the influence and 
responsibility of modern political journalism, taking Douglass Cater’s ideas 
about the fourth branch of government into the era of Kennedy and Johnson. If 
the press was to effectively fulfill its watchdog function in relation to 
government, Rivers argued, self-criticism was all important.101 In his appeal for 
more self-criticism The Reporter featured prominently as one of the magazines 
that was “consistently concerned” about the responsibility of the press.102 
Rivers went on to become a distinguished professor of journalism and 
mass communication. He wrote a number of widely used mass communication 
textbooks – including The Mass Media (1964), Mass Media and Modern 
Society (1965), and The Media and the People (1978) – as well as a number of 
scholarly volumes on the relationship between government and the press – 
including Media and Government (1976), Responsibility in Mass 
Communication (1976), and The Other Government: Power and the 
Washington Media (1982). Rivers was a widely admired professor at Stanford 
for thirty-three years, where he taught both mass communication theory and 
journalism skills courses and created a Ph.D. program in public affairs 
communication which prepared experienced journalists for academic careers.103 
It can be argued that in this way, The Reporter’s legacy, in particular its ideas 
about responsible journalism, lived on. 
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Meg Greenfield 
Like Rivers’, Meg Greenfield’s ideas about journalism were shaped, at least in 
part, by her interaction with Douglass Cater and Max Ascoli. She had long been 
a favorite of Ascoli’s, but after Greenfield had been assigned to Washington, 
DC, they became particularly close. As was the case with Douglass Cater, the 
fact that Greenfield did not work in Ascoli’s immediate vicinity and, therefore, 
communicated with him mainly by letter and telephone probably played an 
important role in making their successful cooperation last as long as it did. 
Greenfield’s articles were often characterized by an unconventional 
point of view or approach. Her work for The Reporter included a number of 
incisive assessments of the modus operandi of political power in Washington, 
DC, profiles of individual politicians, and satirical accounts of Washington 
ways. Among her most memorable articles were a satirical review of the 
literature, manuals, and training courses giving Americans guidance on how to 
behave abroad; a razor-sharp analysis of the rhetoric employed by presidential 
candidate Richard Nixon; a spoof on Washington’s “Kremlinology” – the 
science of predicting the Soviets’ next move based on interpretations of political 
powerplay in the Kremlin; a chilling satire of the Cold War reaching American 
shores; and a report on the capital’s society pages, which, Greenfield argued, 
often revealed more about the Washington scene than the front-page news.104 
Many of her articles drew extensive comment – often, but not always, 
complimentary – from The Reporter’s readers.105 
Greenfield was widely praised for her wit and her intolerance of 
anything fake or phony, an important characteristic in a town held together by 
spin doctors and image makers. “Washington’s one-woman early-warning 
system for detecting nonsense,” one of her good friends called her.106 “She 
delighted in spotting and stripping away linguistic disguises – false use of 
empty labels – in which lazy writers and ambitious politicians hid their true 
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intent,” the editors of the Washington Post wrote in a tribute at the time of 
Greenfield’s death in 1999, and, they noted, her articles in The Reporter were 
still remembered for their “gracious, guff-free prose.”107 
Greenfield’s move to The Reporter’s Washington office in 1961 marked 
the beginning of a lifelong career as the Capitol’s very own cultural 
anthropologist. Her articles for The Reporter – dealing with personalities, 
rhetoric, and power relations in Washington, DC – show glimpses of her later 
work. After The Reporter folded in 1968, Greenfield went to work for the 
Washington Post and Newsweek. From 1974 till her death in 1999, she wrote a 
weekly column for Newsweek in which she tried to expose the patterns of 
thinking as well as the behavioral patterns of the powerful Washington 
establishment. She introduced her first column as follows: “I’ll be writing about 
Washington life, which, contrary to widespread belief, does not exclude 
everything human.”108 At the Washington Post she soon rose to a position of 
power as the editor of the editorial pages. She was responsible both for 
developing and articulating the paper’s political and moral stance, and played an 
important part in the decision to publish the Pentagon Papers and expose the 
Watergate scandal. In 1978 she received a Pulitzer Prize for her editorial 
writing. She was one of the most influential Washington journalists of her time. 
In Washington – posthumously published in 2001 – she described the 
changes that took place both in politics and journalism during her four decades 
in the capital. In addition to exploring the changing modus operandi of power in 
Washington, DC, Greenfield’s book also dealt with her ideas about the role and 
responsibility of journalism in politics. Her continuous struggle to attain 
journalistic objectivity, despite her daily, and often friendly, contact with high-
ranking Washingtonians, formed a central theme. Greenfield noted that it is 
impossible for journalists who have lived and worked in Washington, DC, for 
years to consider themselves outsiders. She herself had never considered it a 
problem that she was an insider because she was aware of, and knew how to 
handle the pitfalls and temptations that came with such personal involvement. 
Responsible Washington journalists, Greenfield argued, should carefully guard 
their objectivity. They needed to be involved, but they should never be biased. 
They should be able to be just as hard on their friends as they are on their 
enemies. They should be open to all sides of every story and fully develop every 
one of the personalities they write about, instead of portraying them as one-
dimensional representatives of a certain party or political position. This attitude 
echoes The Reporter’s maxim: “always objective, never impartial.” 
Changing Journalistic Attitude 
While the 1950s were characterized by a shift in journalistic practice, the 1960s 
saw a shift in attitude among Washington journalists. During the early 1960s, 
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journalists were still convinced that those in power in Washington, DC, had the 
country’s best interests in mind. Most journalists believed that America’s 
leaders knew what they were doing and that they were both honest and 
competent, and even those journalists who did not believe that this was true of 
all politicians never doubted the system of American government. During the 
early Cold War era the media actively participated in creating and maintaining a 
national consensus on both foreign and domestic affairs. The Bay of Pigs 
invasion and the Vietnam War initiated a new era in the relationship between 
the American government and the press. This era, which culminated in 
Watergate, was characterized by distrust, hostility, and an ever-widening 
credibility gap. Journalists were no longer willing to respectfully keep their 
distance because they no longer believed that public officials were necessarily 
serving their country’s best interests. This clash between the media and 
government resulted in renewed discussions about journalistic responsibility.109 
Although The Reporter witnessed this change, the magazine was unable to take 
part in it, let alone do the kind of pioneering work it had done to establish the 
practice of interpretive reporting. At a time when the credibility gap was 
widening, The Reporter continued to support the Johnson administration. The 
magazine thus continued to form a prime example of the interconnectedness and 
cooperation between government and the press that characterized the early Cold 
War era, a time when journalists were closely involved with policymaking. 
Greenfield’s description of her own attitude toward government when she first 
arrived in Washington, DC, in the early 1960s also captures that of The 
Reporter throughout its existence: “I believed,” she wrote,  “that on the big, 
dangerous international conflicts of the day, my country was on the right side 
but that some of its actions were shortsighted and wrong. I thought that our 
system of government was noble in concept and workable in practice … A lot 
of things needed to be fixed, but everything was fixable.”110 It was this attitude 
which led to The Reporter’s continued support of the Vietnam War and, 
ultimately, to its demise. 
In 1973 Sigma Delta Chi, the society of professional journalists, 
updated its code of ethics, signalling that the notion of responsible journalism 
had been redefined. This updated code of ethics, which stated that “secondary 
employment and political involvement ‘should be avoided if it compromises the 
integrity of journalists and their employers,’” clearly indicated that The 
Reporter’s era had passed.111 As will be demonstrated in subsequent chapters, 
the relationship between The Reporter and the US government was 
characterized by close cooperation throughout the magazine’s existence and 
many Reporter staff members moved back-and-forth between journalism and 
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government service. Sigma Delta Chi’s new interpretation of responsible 
journalism indicates that The Reporter’s era had passed. 
The Reporter’s self-possessed journalistic approach – its interpretive 
and investigative reporting, its outspoken opposition to McCarthy, and its 
warnings about the pitfalls of objectivity – was ground-breaking within the 
context of the 1950s. During the 1960s, however, as the press became 
increasingly outspoken in its criticism of government officials and the political 
system as a whole, The Reporter was unable to keep up with the times. The 
magazine’s basic attitude of unremitting trust in the American political system 
did not change. The Reporter’s inability to adapt to the changes taking place 
around it was due in large part to Max Ascoli’s close personal involvement with 
the magazine, which prevented the editorial staff from adjusting the magazine’s 
ideological convictions and journalistic approach. These limitations would 
ultimately result in The Reporter’s folding in 1968. 
  
 Chapter 5 – The Reporter’s Investigative 
Journalism 
As we have seen in the previous chapter, The Reporter played an important part 
in the shift from objective to interpretive journalism. Through its journalistic 
practices and its initiation of debate about the role and responsibility of the 
press The Reporter helped shape a new approach toward journalism. It was its 
investigative reporting, however, that truly set The Reporter apart. It was one of 
the few magazines that kept the muckraking tradition alive during the 1950s and 
paved the way for the revival of investigative journalism during the late 1960s 
and early 1970s in local and national newspapers and in magazines such as 
Ramparts and Scanlan’s Monthly.1 Among the most prominent examples of this 
new wave of investigative journalism are Seymour Hersh’ report on the My Lai 
massacre (1969), the New York Times series on the Pentagon Papers (1971), and 
Bob Woodward and Carl Bernstein’s Watergate investigation (1972-1974). The 
Reporter’s basic attitude was one of “ceaseless inquiry and proper skepticism,” 
as Philip Horton, who initiated and coordinated most of the magazine’s 
investigative reporting, put it.2 The magazine published investigations on such 
diverse topics as the influential role of public relations in American society, 
corruption in the Teamsters’ Union, the plight of migrant farm workers, and 
Timothy Leary’s LSD experiments at Harvard, but its main focus was firmly on 
wrongdoings and corruption among government officials.3 The Reporter 
explicitly presented itself as a critical advocate of the American political system 
and with its investigative reporting the magazine aimed to strengthen and 
perfect American democracy. As we will see in this chapter, however, The 
Reporter’s investigative efforts did not expose corruption and wrongdoings 
indiscriminately. They were aimed specifically at Senator Joseph McCarthy and 
his associates. It can be argued that The Reporter was first and foremost a 
magazine of causes and its investigative efforts form a prime example of the 
magazine’s close cooperation with the US government, thus illustrating the 
workings of its influence in Washington, DC. 
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Keeping the Muckraking Tradition Alive 
The Reporter’s explicit goal to strengthen and perfect American democracy 
places the magazine firmly in the tradition of investigative or muckraking 
journalism. Most scholars agree that investigative journalism – also known as 
public interest journalism, reform journalism, or muckraking – is characterized 
by a strong commitment to social change. Investigative journalism exemplifies 
the “watchdog” function of the press. By exposing wrongdoings and corruption 
in every segment of society – including government, business, labor, and the 
healthcare system – investigative journalists ultimately hope to reform, or 
change society for the better. Some offer specific strategies for social change 
and explicitly urge their audience to take action, while others are committed 
only to uncovering the truth.4 Journalism historian Robert Miraldi has argued 
that investigative journalism is the exact opposite of the prominent journalistic 
tradition of objectivity. According to Miraldi, a journalist who adheres to the 
objective tradition in journalism “is simply an observer, who follows events, 
describes occurrences, provides background, and perhaps lends some 
perspective. But he or she is not an active partner in shaping events or re-
forming society.” A muckraking journalist, on the other hand, takes a clear 
stand and is an active participant in bringing about social and political change. 
“Implicit in the decision to write an exposé,” Miraldi argued, “is the belief that 
something needs to be done about the problem or person being exposed.”5 
Most journalism historians agree that although the proliferation of 
investigative journalism during the late 1960s and early 1970s was a 
continuation of the muckraking of the early twentieth century, there was a 
hiatus between the two periods.6 Investigative reporting, these scholars argue, 
did not again reach the prominence of the Progressive Era until the late 1960s, 
and it was this renewed investigative fervor that led to the institutionalization of 
investigative journalism. The founding, in 1975, of the professional 
organization Investigative Reporters and Editors is a case in point, and so is the 
fact that from the 1970s on many magazines and newspapers have established 
special teams and departments devoted exclusively to investigative reporting. It 
can be argued that with its 1950s investigations of the China Lobby, 
government wiretapping and use of lie-detectors, and the cover-up of the effects 
of nuclear fallout, The Reporter forms an important link between the 
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muckrakers and the investigative reporting of the late 1960s and early 1970s. It 
has not, however, been recognized as such. 
As we have seen in the previous chapter, the late 1950s and the 1960s 
were a time when journalists began to question many of the basic assumptions 
about journalistic practices and the function of the press in American 
democracy. Journalism historians have placed the emergence of “modern 
investigative journalism” in the context of the changing relationship between 
the government and the press, instigated by McCarthyism, the civil rights 
movement, the U-2 spy plane incident, the Bay of Pigs fiasco, and the Vietnam 
War. Although the 1950s are characterized as the period when this shift was 
being debated, the 1960s are presented as the period when investigative 
journalism actually re-emerged, first in the underground and alternative press, 
and by the late 1960s in the mainstream press as well.7 Journalism historian 
James Aucoin has portrayed the 1950s as a time when investigative reporting 
was more the exception than the rule. During these years, he argued, the 
tradition of investigative journalism was carried on by a few individual 
reporters, most notably Paul Y. Anderson and Drew Pearson, the alternative 
press – I.F. Stone’s Weekly is the most prominent example – and the journals of 
opinion The Nation and The New Republic.8 None of the accounts of 
investigative journalism during the 1950s mentions The Reporter. 
Carey McWilliams, editor of The Nation from 1955 till 1975 and 
initiator of a great number of investigative exposés for that magazine, has 
argued that the mainstream press during the 1950s was concerned only with 
prosperity and fighting Communism, paying little attention to the poor and 
underprivileged in American society, and generally refraining from taking a 
stance on issues such as civil liberties and civil rights.9 According to 
McWilliams, the small circulation journals of opinion, including The Nation, 
were the only ones to take a firm stance on the curtailment of civil liberties. As 
we will see in Chapter 6 (The Reporter’s Opposition to McCarthy), The 
Reporter – which McWilliams does not mention – not only fiercely protested 
the curtailment of civil liberties, it was also the first magazine to devote an 
entire issue to the dangers of McCarthyism. During this same period, 
McWilliams argued, The Nation was one of the few magazines that kept the 
muckraking tradition alive, publishing a great number of investigative articles 
that played an important role in exposing abuses and wrongdoings in many 
areas throughout the 1950s and 1960s.10 
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What McWilliams did not mention, however, was that The Reporter 
played a similar role during this period, even beating The Nation to the punch a 
number of times. As we will see further on in this chapter, during the early 
1950s The Reporter published a number of exposés on the illegal exploits of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), long before The Nation’s 1958 
publication of a special issue on this particular government agency.11 Whereas 
The Nation was first in publishing an investigative exposé on the military-
industrial complex, The Reporter was first in exposing the Atomic Energy 
Commission’s (AEC) cover-up of the dangers of nuclear fallout.12 Although The 
Nation was first in publishing an article linking cigarette smoking to lung 
cancer, The Reporter was the first to investigate Timothy Leary’s LSD 
experiments at Harvard.13 In the case of traffic safety and the automobile 
industry, The Nation beat The Reporter by nineteen days. Daniel Patrick 
Moynihan’s article “Epidemic on the Roads,” which dealt with the same issues 
as Ralph Nader’s “The Safe Car You Can’t Buy” was published in The 
Reporter’s April 30, 1959 issue. For both men this was the first time their work 
had been published. Together they sparked a debate on traffic safety, which 
would eventually lead to their joining forces on the President’s Committee for 
Traffic Safety.14 Although it was Carey McWilliams who initiated the 
discussion about the plight of migrant workers in California with his 1939 book 
Factories in the Field, it was The Reporter which revived this discussion in 
1959.15 It may have been the CBS documentary “Harvest of Shame,” broadcast 
in 1960, on the night after Thanksgiving, which brought the issue of migrant 
farm workers to the attention of the broad public in a very direct and powerful 
manner, but it was Paul Jacobs’ “The Forgotten People,” published in The 
Reporter in January 1959, which paved the way.16 
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It seems that in the area of investigative reporting the The Nation and 
The Reporter were in direct competition. The Reporter’s investigative exposés 
played an important part in establishing the magazine’s reputation, bringing it 
not only publicity, awards, and recognition, but also serving as essential 
circulation boosters, especially during its early years. After the publication of 
The Reporter’s first major investigative exposé, on the China Lobby, The 
Reporter’s circulation rose to 56,000,17 surpassing that of The Nation by at least 
15,000.18 As the 1950s progressed, The Reporter’s circulation continued to 
grow explosively, while that of The Nation declined. By 1963 The Reporter’s 
circulation was at 163,182, while that of The Nation had shrunk to 27,567.19 The 
Reporter thus was in direct competition with The Nation, for recognition, 
readers, and advertising and it can be argued that it was this competition that 
kept the muckraking tradition alive during the 1950s. 
It should be pointed out, however, that the investigative efforts of The 
Nation and The Reporter served a somewhat different purpose. The Nation 
represented the tradition of reform journalism, focusing on the plight of the poor 
and the underprivileged.20 The Reporter, on the other hand, focused primarily 
on exposing misconduct and corruption among government officials. This 
difference can be traced to the specific circumstances of The Reporter’s 
founding at a time when US internal and external affairs were inextricably 
linked. Misconduct and corruption among US government officials thus directly 
affected the effectiveness of the United States’ Cold War operations. During its 
early years The Reporter made a name for itself by siding with the Truman 
administration in its struggle to refute the accusations of Senator McCarthy and 
his associates. It should be noted, in this respect, that the magazine’s most 
prominent investigative exposés focused on those government officials and 
agencies closely associated with McCarthy. This particular focus may in fact be 
the reason why McWilliams failed to mention The Reporter. As this chapter 
will demonstrate, The Reporter’s investigative reporting clearly served a 
political agenda. Its close cooperation with the US government and the fact that 
the magazine served as a platform for the promotion of specific causes raised 
suspicions that it was not a truly independent journalistic enterprise. The merit 
of these suspicions will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 9 (Propaganda, 
Policy, and Covert Operations). 
                                                                                                                                  
alerting the governor to the problem – at least, that’s what he told me about ten days ago when I 
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Regardless of the magazine’s specific motivations, The Reporter clearly 
made a considerable contribution to investigative journalism and should 
certainly be included in the list of magazines which kept the muckraking 
tradition alive during the 1950s. It even deserves special attention because two 
of its most daring investigative exposés – “The China Lobby” and “The 
Wiretappers” – were published in 1952 and 1953, in the midst of the McCarthy 
era, whereas most of The Nation’s controversial investigations were published 
after 1956. It took courage to stir up controversy at a time when consensus and 
conformism were the rule. It should also be noted that The Reporter reached a 
much broader readership than The Nation. Although circulation figures do not 
tell the whole story of a magazine’s impact and influence, it is clear that The 
Reporter was reaching a much broader readership than the small circulation 
journals of opinion. One could argue, therefore, that while the latter helped keep 
the muckraking tradition alive during the 1950s, it was The Reporter which 
paved the way for the resurgence of investigative journalism in the mainstream 
press. 
To illustrate just how important The Reporter’s contribution to 
investigative reporting was and to provide some insight into the methods as well 
as the results of the magazine’s efforts, this chapter examines the realization and 
impact of three of its most prominent exposés, on the China Lobby, government 
wiretapping, and nuclear fallout. The articles on the China Lobby will be 
discussed most extensively because they played a vital part in establishing The 
Reporter’s name and because they form an important example of the 
magazine’s close cooperation with the US government. 
The China Lobby 
The Reporter’s investigative reporting was mainly Philip Horton’s territory. 
With his background in intelligence gathering and his numerous friends and 
contacts in Washington, DC, Horton came up with many ideas for articles and 
long-term projects. One of Horton’s “pet projects,” the 1952 exposé on the 
China Lobby, established The Reporter’s name and marked a turning point in 
the growth of the magazine’s circulation. The China Lobby exposé was the 
largest project The Reporter tackled in its nineteen-year history. The term China 
Lobby referred to a coalition of officials of the Chinese Nationalist government 
and an assortment of Americans – businessmen, newspaper and magazine 
publishers, missionaries and religious organizations, military leaders, 
Republican congressmen, and such organizations as the Committee to Defend 
America by Aiding Anti-Communist China and the American China Policy 
Association, all with their own personal motivations for supporting the 
Nationalist cause – united by their collective goal of overthrowing Communism 
in Asia.21 The Lobby not only pressured the US government to increase 
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financial aid to Chiang Kai-shek, but also propagated the reinstatement of the 
Chinese Nationalist government on the mainland, if necessary by means of full-
scale war. 
In itself, there was nothing unusual about the fact that the Chinese had a 
lobby in Washington, DC. At the time, every foreign country had a lobby in 
Washington, DC, and the United States itself had a lobby in many capitals 
around the world. However, in the case of Nationalist China the term lobby was 
somewhat misleading because it represented the exiled Kuomintang 
government. The term was also misleading because, unlike other foreign 
lobbies, the China Lobby was not a well-organized and tightly-structured 
organization; the different Chinese and American groups representing it all had 
their own motivations and interests. As Ross Y. Koen has pointed out, there was 
an “inner core” of individuals and groups, both Chinese and American, who 
depended upon the continuation of American aid to Chiang Kai-shek: “In some 
cases this dependence resulted from the fact that the individual’s or 
organization’s official position was contingent upon Chiang’s remaining at the 
head of a recognized government. In other cases it rested upon purely financial 
considerations. For example, a paid agent would lose his income if Chiang lost 
his control of the recognized Chinese Government; or a business which 
depended on a contract of formal agreement with the government might be lost 
without Chiang in control.”22 The existence of this “inner core” dated back to 
the early years of World War II, when the China Lobby tried to secure military 
and financial aid for the Chiang Kai-shek regime. But the Chinese lobbyists – a 
coterie of former government officials and relatives of Chiang in New York and 
official representatives of the Nationalist government in Washington, DC – was 
considerably less influential than the American businessmen, legislators and 
media magnates they courted and convinced to join their cause.23 These 
outsiders became more and more important after mainland China was lost to the 
Communists. After the fall of China in 1949, the China Lobby changed its 
approach. In addition to securing large amounts of aid for the Chinese 
Nationalist government, it also began to exert direct influence on US legislation 
and policy. The China Lobby wanted an all-out war, regardless of the 
consequences and tried to prevent the State Department from reaching a 
diplomatic solution. 
Starting with the 1948 election, a number of Republican congressmen 
and the China Lobby worked together to attack the Truman administration’s 
China policy. Playing on Americans’ fear and confusion – after the fall of 
China, the explosion of the first Soviet atomic bomb, the conviction of Alger 
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Hiss, and the outbreak of the Korean War – they issued statements in the press 
and on the radio. The Congressional supporters of the China Lobby – most 
notably the Republican Senators McCarthy (Wisconsin), Knowland 
(California), Nixon (California), and Bridges (New Hampshire), and 
Representative Judd (Minnesota) – attacked the administration in Congress, 
using China “as an example of the administration’s failure and weakness in 
opposing the Communist threat,” and turning the fight against Communism 
abroad into a loyalty issue at home.24 In addition to restoring the Nationalist 
regime to power, the removal of key figures in the Truman administration – 
responsible, according to the Republicans, for the “loss” of China – became a 
top priority for the China Lobby. 
The Lobby managed not only to smear numerous individuals, but also 
to sabotage American foreign policymaking. It soon became impossible to 
discuss any other course of action than aiding Chiang Kai-shek in his struggle 
against Chinese Communism. “Since the alternative to Chiang is Mao,” Ascoli 
wrote in his conclusion to the two-part series on the Lobby, “anybody in 
America – State department official or private citizen – who is not for Chiang’s 
restoration can be called a Red.”25 Both policymakers and foreign service 
officers were seriously hampered in their jobs by the fear of saying anything 
“objectionable,” or associating with anyone who might be labelled with that 
term. Ascoli argued that in its “craving to detect conspiracies, hunt down 
suspects, and then wring confessions from those they have suspected,” this type 
of anti-Communism equalled, and even surpassed Communism itself: 
Now for the first time America has been poisoned by Communism, 
and the men who unknowingly administer the poison are those 
very men who, under the glare of publicity, denounce it. They 
make the China Lobby – so different from all other foreign lobbies 
– the nearest thing to an effective Communist Party our country 
has ever had. There is no other outfit to which the China Lobby 
can be compared, with its hard core of fanatical, full-time 
operators, its underground, its legion of naïve, misled fellow 
travelers, its front organizations, and its foreign officials, in 
Washington, DC, with diplomatic immunity, who dutifully report 
to central headquarters.26 
The China Lobby thus provided the inspiration and laid the groundwork for 
what became known as McCarthyism. Ross Y. Koen argued that the Lobby’s 
success in the McCarthy era “derived in part from the receptivity of American 
politicians to its point of view and its activities,” adding that “both the China 
lobby and American political leaders were united in their fervent policies of 
anti-Communism abroad, and their tactics of pursuing anti-Communist crusades 
in the United States. The deep contradictions between the two groups emerged 
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in the late sixties: whereas the lobby was organized by the Republic of China to 
promote Nationalist China’s hegemony on the mainland and over Asia, 
American government officials used the lobby to discredit its opposition at 
home and promote US hegemony in Asia.”27 
In Defense of the Truman Administration 
It was this aspect of the China Lobby – its pressuring of American policymakers 
and its involvement in American domestic affairs – that made both The 
Reporter and the Truman administration decide to investigate its activities. At 
The Reporter, the possibility of investigating the China Lobby was first 
proposed in 1950, when it became known that the lobby had direct connections 
to Senator McCarthy. After some preliminary explorations by Philip Horton, the 
actual research started in April 1951, a year before publication. The Truman 
administration started its investigation almost simultaneously, in June 1951. 
This executive investigation was an effort to try to put a stop to the attacks on 
the administration in Congress and the media, which had become unrelenting by 
this time. Truman asked several different governmental departments – Treasury, 
State, Justice, Commerce, Agriculture, the FBI, the Internal Revenue Service 
(IRS), and the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) – to investigate the Lobby and 
try to prove that there was a direct link between the congressional lobbyists and 
Nationalist Chinese agents.28 Most of the research was done by the Treasury and 
Commerce departments – which tried to prove that the Republican congressmen 
were taking money from the Chinese, hoping to find proof of corruption – and 
by the State Department, which was especially zealous in its investigation 
because employees of this department were themselves under attack. Although 
it is unclear whether they were jointly initiated, the two investigations thus took 
place simultaneously, during the year preceding the publication of The 
Reporter’s exposé on the China Lobby. The coordinator of the executive 
investigation – James Lanigan of the State Department – enlisted the help of the 
magazine’s research team, who subsequently provided him with some important 
leads.29 
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Max Ascoli later argued that he had been the one to come up with the 
idea for the exposé, “but,” he admitted reluctantly, “that means nothing 
compared to the enormous amount of work Phil did. For a year, it was sheer joy 
to hear of his meetings with the most improbable assortment of characters, 
Chinese and Americans.… He learned to pronounce Chiang in a way that he 
said was pure Chinese.”30 Horton was the one who developed the idea and 
directed the research, which took place on the West Coast, in Washington, DC, 
and New York. “I handled that all by myself … corresponding with people all 
over the world, taking advantage of my old friends in government and out of 
government in Washington and various capitals around, and I ended up with 
three fat folders.” Most of the information for the story came from readily 
available material which simply had not been studied before. Additional 
information was obtained through interviews with important Chinese and 
American sources, and the commission of confidential memoranda from 
officials and former officials in the United States, Europe, and the Far East who 
had been in some way involved in Chinese-American affairs.31 In addition to 
Philip Horton, Max Ascoli assigned a special investigator – Charles Clift – and 
three research assistants to the job, all of them working closely together with 
The Reporter’s regular editorial and research staffs. Additional short-term 
researchers worked from New York, Washington, DC, Paris, and the Far East. 
Altogether there were about a dozen researchers assigned to the story. The story 
went through seven “radical rewrites” after the first version was finished in 
October 1951.32 “I pursued my editing through the final page proofs,” Ascoli 
later recalled, “in the early hours of the morning, at Dunellen, New Jersey, 
where the magazine was then printed.”33 The entire article totalled almost forty 
pages. The entire project cost The Reporter at least $15,000.34 
The Reporter and the Truman administration investigations were so 
closely intertwined that Philip Horton paid weekly visits to State Department 
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officials who even proofread and helped rewrite both installments of the China 
Lobby exposé before they were published.35 James Lanigan also requested an 
advance copy of the second installment of The Reporter’s exposé, which he 
planned to show to Averell Harriman, director of the Mutual Security Agency, 
as well as to President Truman. Max Ascoli sent him the proofs a couple of 
weeks before the exposé was published.36 The administration completed its 
investigation in October 1951; or rather it was forced to abandon it due to a lack 
of concrete evidence, as James Lanigan pointed out to Averell Harriman: “Since 
the passing of money, if any, between Chinese persons and American 
politicians has been skillfully conducted in a very devious manner, it is felt that 
such transactions cannot be successfully exposed without a more complete 
investigation by skilled investigators and even then probably could not be 
adequately revealed unless one or two informers can be found.”37 The 
Reporter’s investigative team had also been struggling to find new insights and, 
more importantly, proof of a connection between the Republican supporters of 
the Lobby and the Chinese Nationalist government. During the early stages of 
the investigation, they thought they had found a useful informant, who led them 
to believe that he would confirm a number of the stories they planned to 
publish. The publication date was set for September 1951, but at the last minute, 
the informant refused to cooperate and many of the leads the investigators had 
uncovered became useless.38 Conveniently, Horton subesequently managed to 
make a deal with a defecting attaché of the Chinese Embassy, who delivered a 
collection of top secret cables – decoded – which had been sent to Chiang Kai-
shek.39 These cables proved to be the pièce de résistance of the Reporter 
exposé. The cables enabled The Reporter to prove not just that the Chinese 
Nationalists had been using paid lobbyists, but that Chinese Embassy officials 
had been doing everything in their power to remove Dean Acheson from his 
post as Secretary of State. 
Perhaps the postponement was not such a bad thing, because the 
eventual publication of the exposé coincided with the outset of the Republican 
Presidential primaries, which only increased the publicity it generated. The first 
installment of the article – outlining the China Lobby’s background and the 
history of US China policy from the early days of World War II, when Chiang 
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Kai-shek was lobbying for American Lend-Lease money, till the time when he 
was forced to abandon the mainland – appeared in The Reporter’s April 15, 
1952, issue. It was written by Charles Wertenbaker, a former foreign editor and 
European correspondent for Time. Wertenbaker, however, doubted the 
authenticity of the Chinese Embassy cables, and got cold feet when it came to 
writing the part of the story that drew on them as sources. His withdrawal 
caused a great amount of stress at the last minute. Finally it was decided that 
Philip Horton would write the greater part of the second installment, which was 
published in the April 29, 1952, issue of The Reporter.40 This second 
installment showed the China Lobby in action and contained material that was 
much more politically volatile. It dealt with the Lobby’s operations after the 
“loss” of mainland China, and focussed specifically on the activities of 
American lobbyists and their connections to the Kuomintang regime. Philip 
Horton described how the regime lobbied for more US aid, and then, once they 
received it, sent it right back to the United States to generate more propaganda: 
One thing is certain. Money is the most important and fascinating 
of the many fascinating characters in the China Lobby – a 
character capable of endless disguises. It is everywhere. In a 
massive stream it flowed from the United States to China. It has 
returned in large amounts to the United States via numberless 
channels to create more millions, more propaganda, more aid, 
more private corruption, and more public confusion.41 
This second part of the China Lobby exposé leaned heavily on the Chinese 
Embassy cables. 
The fact that Wertenbaker, who had been closely involved with the 
project for many months, withdrew at the last minute because he doubted the 
legitimacy of these cables, certainly raises questions about their authenticity, as 
does the fact that the Truman administration refrained from using them. The 
Reporter’s decision to publish the cables, despite their disputed authenticity 
raises questions about the magazine’s journalistic independence and integrity. It 
seems that The Reporter was doing the Truman administration’s bidding, trying 
to put a stop to the McCarthyist attacks which were seriously hampering the 
State Department’s operations as well as the image of the United States abroad. 
This political objective, combined with the realization that this story could 
establish The Reporter’s reputation and raise the magazine’s circulation figures, 
may well have led Ascoli and Horton to decide to go ahead despite the fact that 
there were doubts about the reliability of the cables. They must have felt very 
confident that they could count on both financial and institutional support, in the 
not unlikely event that they were sued for libel. The threat of libel suits formed 
the most important limitation to investigative journalism. Most small-circulation 
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publications could not afford to be sued for libel. Even if they managed to win a 
libel suit, attorney fees could easily bankrupt a small publication. As the 
magazine’s extensive libel files attest, The Reporter was not afraid to be sued.42 
As Carey McWilliams has pointed out, “good investigative journalism takes 
time, and money, and commitment on the part of the publisher.”43 The Nation, 
McWilliams pointed out, was “not well adapted to the needs of muckraking 
journalism.” The magazine had “a small staff and meager resources … no full-
time staff writers to assign to various subjects,” and was “unable to finance 
extensive research or investigation.”44 In the case of The Reporter all of these 
prerequisites were accounted for. Throughout the 1950s time and money 
seemed to be no object. Ascoli himself, of course, possessed extensive financial 
resources. In the context of McCarthyism, however, financial resources alone 
could not prevent the tarnishing of reputations. To be this confident in 
publishing wide-ranging accusations based on disputed evidence, it seems that 
The Reporter must have had some very powerful friends. It is unlikely that the 
Truman administration – itself immobilized by McCarthyist attacks – would 
have publicly backed The Reporter. As we will see in Chapter 9 (Propaganda, 
Policy, and Covert Operations), the support on which Ascoli and Horton were 
counting came from officials at the CIA. 
A Controversial Circulation Booster 
The Reporter was certainly not the first to write about the China Lobby. It had 
been featuring in newspaper and magazine articles since the spring of 1950, 
when it became clear that the lobby had close ties with Senator McCarthy. 
Edward E. Harris of the St. Louis Post Dispatch wrote extensively about the 
China Lobby – both in his own newspaper and in The New Republic – and so 
did Alfred Friendly of the Washington Post. The New York Times also ran a 
number of articles, in search of an accurate definition of the term. But although 
numerous articles on the Lobby appeared in American newspapers and 
periodicals throughout the early 1950s, none of them were as in-depth and 
comprehensive as the Reporter exposé, none of them contained concrete proof 
of a connection between the Chinese Nationalist government and American 
government officials, and none of them was announced with as much fanfare. 
The exposé was a real circulation booster and the circulation department 
was happy to use it for promotion purposes. It was announced in large, almost 
full-page advertisements in the New York Times, which stressed the “ominous” 
and “sinister” nature of the China Lobby as well as the “intense inquiry” and 
“patient journalistic research” on which the articles were based. “The China 
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Lobby,” the advertisements announced, “is a story that is typical of The 
Reporter. It is typical in the sense that it tackles an issue of far-reaching 
importance to the American people, examines the issue thoroughly, and shows 
you its consequences, letting the chips fall where they may. It is typical because 
it is a story you needed to know.”45 Clearly, both political and publicity 
considerations played an important role in the decision to pursue and publish 
this story. 
The Reporter’s revelations about the China Lobby’s key figures, their 
activities, and, especially, the Chinese interference in American domestic affairs 
caused quite a stir, even before the issues appeared on the newsstands. Due to 
all the commotion surrounding it – the extensive fact-checking, the threats of 
lawsuits, the editing – Max Ascoli began to refer to the China Lobby story as 
“this mess of chop suey.”46 Once it appeared on the newsstands, the issue with 
the first installment sold out in six days.47 “The magazine is selling like hot 
cakes,” Ascoli wrote his friend Madeleine Chapsal in France, “and the 
newsdealers who, until now have sniffed at The Reporter, are howling because 
they don’t get enough copies.”48 The Chinese Embassy was also sending people 
around to buy up copies of The Reporter in bulk for double the normal price – 
which was twenty-five cents – and then burn them.49 In the issue which 
included the second installment of the China Lobby story, the editors reported 
the following incident: 
On Friday, April 4, a man who was described as ‘of Asiatic 
appearance’ approached a Washington newsdealer at the corner of 
Vermont Avenue and H Street, N.W., and offered to buy all copies 
of The Reporter’s last issue at fifty cents apiece. The eager buyer 
then said he would give a $500 check for a thousand copies. The 
newsdealer said no, thanks, and the man drove away in a large 
black car with diplomatic license plates.50 
The China Lobby story was front-page news. The Washington Post devoted an 
editorial to the revelations, and Edward P. Morgan showcased the story in his 
radio broadcast on CBS, praising The Reporter for its thorough investigation, 
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resulting in “the most complete history yet published of that mysterious 
octopuslike organism of international intrigue labeled, for the lack of a better 
name, as the China Lobby.”51 As the editors noted in The Reporter’s May 13 
issue, “the remarks of some editorial writers and radio commentators on our 
China Lobby story were no more eloquent than the silence of certain others.” 
The New York Times managed to keep completely silent on the subject.52 In the 
wake of The Reporter’s publication of the China Lobby story, Max Ascoli also 
made one of his very few media appearances on the radio program “The Author 
Meets the Critics.” 53 Subsequently, subscriptions began pouring in. By the time 
the second installment was published The Reporter had overtaken all of the 
traditional liberal journals of opinion, reaching a circulation of 50,000. By May 
22nd, circulation figures had reached 60,000 – tripling The Reporter’s pre-China 
Lobby circulation – and were still going up fast.54 
Letters to the editor were numerous and not all of them were 
congratulatory. Although there were readers who considered the China Lobby 
investigation “a service to the nation”, there were also many readers who did 
not appreciate what they considered Communist propaganda.55 “The majority of 
intelligent Americans have hated Communism without deviation since 1917,” 
an anonymous subscriber fumed. “Neither Roosevelt, Truman, Lattimore or 
Dean [Acheson] could, or can, ram it down their throats, sugar-coated or 
otherwise. Smart-aleck reporters who attempt to do so are wasting their time.”56 
A reader from Berkeley demanded that The Reporter reveal its backers, 
assuming that “it must be the same group that has so effectively turned over the 
continent of Asia to the Communists. It is strange that such propaganda as this 
against our national welfare can be sent through the mails uncensored.… It 
would be of great interest to me to know whether the Kremlin is lending you 
any support.”57 Yet another reader exclaimed incredulously: “So now it’s 
becoming un-American to believe in the cause of Free China as against that of 
the murderous Chinese Reds.”58 The Reporter also received a number of 
outraged letters from people who had been named in the China Lobby articles. 
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Freda Utley, the author of The China Story (1951), a national bestseller which 
outlined how Washington’s policies led to Communist victory in China, 
congratulated the editors on having “managed to extend the principle of ‘guilt 
by association’ to hitherto undreamed of lengths.”59 Several others threatened to 
sue the magazine for libel.60 
The Reporter’s editors made it clear that they hoped that their China 
Lobby exposé would initiate a Congressional investigation. In the introduction 
to the second installment they wrote: “As we said at the start, it is far from the 
final word on the Lobby. We have only scratched the surface, but even so we 
think we have dug up enough to warrant a real investigation – not by reporters 
who can only ask questions and wheedle answers but by government officials 
with the power of subpoena.”61 
The Reporter’s editors were not the first to call for such an 
investigation. In July 1951 Senators Wayne Morse – a liberal Republican from 
Oregon – and Brien McMahon – a Democrat from Connecticut – had also called 
for such an investigation.62 At the height of the MacArthur hearings this had 
not, however, been the right time for a resolution to investigate an anti-
Communist lobby, and Senators Morse and McMahon were assailed by the 
press.63 Senator Morse subsequently professed his unrelenting “hatred for and 
… detestation of everything for which Communism stands and for Communist 
tactics both here and abroad,” on the Senate floor, and broadened the 
investigation to include all foreign lobbies, both Communist and non-
Communist. Like The Reporter, Morse and McMahon protested the methods 
and goals of the China Lobby, not its ideological stance of anti-Communism. 
Their proposal was discussed on the Senate floor and was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, which, apparently, never acted on it. 
After the publication of the Reporter exposé, Senator Morse renewed 
his request for an investigation, inserting into the Congressional Record a series 
of twenty-three cables from the Chinese Embassy to Chiang Kai-shek, 
containing evidence of efforts by Chinese Nationalist officials to influence 
American officials. These were the same cables on which the Reporter exposé 
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had been based and they had been passed on to Senator Morse by Philip Horton. 
Morse had agreed to withhold them until the first issue of the Reporter exposé 
reached the newsstands.64 “Today,” Morse’s statement on the Senate floor read, 
“I am placing in the Congressional Record excerpts of documents which I 
believe are not only pertinent and relevant to the resolution … introduced on 
July 6 last by myself and the senior Senator from Connecticut [Mr. McMahon], 
but also indicate a real need for a reappraisal of our far-eastern policy.” Despite 
this new evidence, the resolution continued to gather dust in the files of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 
Unlike Morse, most Republican senators were not at all pleased with 
the Reporter articles, which were clearly intended to aid the Truman 
administration in its struggle with Senator McCarthy and his allies. Senator 
Harry P. Cain’s reaction to The Reporter’s exposé made it clear why, as radio 
commentator and former Office of War Information (OWI) director Elmer 
Davis put it, “‘there is not what might appropriately be called a Chinaman’s 
chance that any Congressional committee will ever conduct such an 
investigation.’”65 Senator Cain, a Republican from Washington State, fiercely 
attacked The Reporter’s editors, arguing that they had been duped by the 
Chinese Communists: 
It is a strange phenomenon. Over and over again, during the past 
20 years, we have seen squads of liberal American intellectuals 
and writers played for suckers by the Communists. They were 
nothing more than that.… How many times must there be a clear 
demonstration of the malignant brutality, the virulent poison of 
Communism before these people see the light?… Apparently 
liberals of this stripe never learn. Recall Stalin’s bloody purges in 
the late 1930’s and recall how fellow-traveling liberals 
whitewashed the purge trials until the dreadful truth became so 
glaring that whitewash was useless. Recall again how, early in 
1939, a few alert newspapers deduced that a Nazi-Soviet pact was 
a distinct possibility. The similarities between totalitarian 
dictatorships were discussed. How did these yearning American 
so-called liberals react? They were outraged. They got up a 
manifesto denouncing such slanders and announced firmly that 
‘The Soviet Union continues as always to be a bulwark against war 
and aggression and works unceasingly for a peaceful international 
order.’ More than 400 persons signed this manifesto which 
appeared in the Nation, August 26, 1939. All but simultaneously 
with the appearance of this preposterous document, came the 
announcement of the Nazi-Soviet pact.… Now, here they are, 
these liberal journalists still at it in their attacks on this trumped-up 
China lobby.66 
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Senator Cain argued that the only reason why The Reporter had gone to such 
lengths to expose the Republican congressional delegation as “reactionary die-
hards, if not outright Fascists,” was because its editors and contributors were all 
sympathetic to the Communist cause. Whittaker Chambers, Cain argued, 
worked with  both Charles Wertenbaker – author of the first installment of The 
Reporter’s China Lobby exposé – and Theodore White – a frequent contributor 
to the magazine – at Time’s Foreign News Department, and in his 
autobiography exposed them as proponents of “the viewpoint that the Soviet 
Union is a benevolent democracy of an aggressive intent” as well as the notion 
“that the Chinese Communists are ‘agrarian liberals.’” Also, Cain argued, in 
early 1950 The Reporter published an issue which included articles by 
prominent liberals arguing for the recognition of Communist China. In general, 
Cain contended, the magazine’s editors propagated the point of view that the 
Chiang Kai-shek regime was “vicious, corrupt, decadent, and tyrannical,” and 
“that the Chinese Communist movement is healthy, vigorous and, in most 
respects, an admirable effort to attain justice and liberation.”67 He concluded 
that “either of two things happened in the case of the Reporter exposé: Either 
Mr. Ascoli, Mr. Wertenbaker, and their associates have been ‘suckered’ by the 
Communists from start to finish, or they have deliberately participated in a 
Communist maneuver.”68 As we will see in subsequent chapters, Senator Cain’s 
attack on The Reporter was the first of many. 
The magazine did not succeed in initiating a Congressional 
investigation, but their publication did have some very important consequences 
for The Reporter. The articles formed a turning point in the magazine’s history. 
Overnight The Reporter became must-read material in Washington, DC, and the 
resulting boost in circulation enabled the editors – for the first time since the 
magazine’s founding – to envision reaching the break-even point of 200,000. 
More importantly, however, the China Lobby exposé established The 
Reporter’s reputation as a public service magazine devoted to in-depth coverage 
of American domestic affairs. The China Lobby story was the first of a 
succession of – award-winning – investigative exposés and The Reporter 
became one of the few American magazines which kept the tradition of 
investigative reporting alive during the 1950s, setting the stage for a large-scale 
revival in the 1960s and 1970s. 
Until the publication of Ross Y. Koen’s The China Lobby in American 
Politics (1974), the Reporter exposé remained the most detailed account of the 
China Lobby’s composition and mode of operation. “The lobby’s barrage of 
propaganda,” Richard C. Kagan wrote in his introduction to The China Lobby in 
American Politics, “its supporting role in the interminable investigations lasting 
many years, and its use of the public media for exposure not only destroyed 
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individuals’ lives through suicide (E. Herbert Norman), unemployment (Jack 
Service), and forced emigration (John Paton Davies, Jr.) but, even more 
dangerous to society though less visible, it reinforced and internalized the Cold 
War ethic among Asia scholars and political elites.”69 Intimidated by the 
lobby’s wielding of the loyalty issue, liberal intellectuals refrained from 
criticizing the lobby and the lobby’s attack on the Institute of Pacific Relations 
led Asia scholars to adopt a new “apolitical-objective” brand of scholarship, 
seeking protection within the CIA and government-sponsored think tanks such 
as the Rand Institute.70 Koen’s book was first printed in 1960, but the publisher 
decided not to distribute it due to pressures from the Chinese National 
Government. Four thousand copies of the book were destroyed and less than 
eight hundred circulated. The book became an instant classic; many copies were 
stolen from libraries by right wing groups, and the remaining copies were 
placed under lock and key in rare book rooms in universities throughout the 
country. The book was finally published in 1974, under the auspices of the 
Committee of Concerned Asia Scholars. In 1974 Ross Y. Koen concluded: “The 
most significant point about the entire development is that the China lobby view 
of events was widely accepted. It was accepted because of the climate of feeling 
in the United States. And, once accepted, it helped to choke off debate over 
alternatives – both outside and within the government. Those who argued a less 
black-and-white view were in real danger of being tarred with the charge of 
subversion.”71 It is truly remarkable then that The Reporter managed to publish 
its exposé on the China Lobby in 1952, at the height of McCarthyism, without 
even being sued for libel. What set the magazine apart from Koen, was that it 
had powerful friends in the highest echelons of the US government. 
Defending Civil Liberties and Attacking the FBI 
The China Lobby exposé was the first of a series of investigative articles 
dealing with the assault on civil liberties by government officials and 
government agencies. Between 1952 and 1954 The Reporter published articles 
exposing the illegal use of wiretapping and lie detectors. The first of these 
articles dealt with the invasion of privacy caused by the practice of wiretapping. 
It was written by Charles Clift, who had taken over Philip Horton’s role as The 
Reporter’s chief investigator, and a promising young staff writer, William S. 
Fairfield. Prior to joining The Reporter Clift worked as an investigator for the 
Federal Communications Commission (FCC). He had also been an investigator 
with the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU), both of which waged war 
against the practice of wiretapping throughout the 1940s and 1950s.72 “Charles 
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Clift,” one commentator wrote on the occasion of Clift’s death in 1978, “was a 
superb investigative reporter in the years before that phrase had come into 
general use.”73 
“The Wiretappers” counted a total of forty-two pages and was based on 
eight months of research. It was published in two parts in the December 23, 
1952, and January 6, 1953, issues of The Reporter. In the first installment of 
this series, Clift and Fairfield explained that despite the serious Bill of Rights 
violations involved, and despite the fact that it had been outlawed in the 1934 
Communications Act, wiretapping was a common practice. The article showed 
how Cold War fears overruled even Supreme Court decisions and how the 
Justice Department failed to enforce these rulings because it was itself an avid 
practitioner of wiretapping techniques and did not want to focus attention on its 
own ‘extralegal’ activities. “Wiretapping,” Clift and Fairfield argued, “creates a 
basic American conflict. On one side are the ideals of freedom and individual 
privacy, on the other the arguments favoring the use of modern techniques to 
fight crime and to protect national security. Somewhere a line of demarcation 
must be drawn.” The authors devoted several sections of the article to the 
history and technique of wiretapping, and the use of wiretapping by law 
enforcement agencies, but the article’s main focus was on political wiretapping 
as practiced by politicians – both on the federal and local level – and 
government agencies. Although Clift and Fairfield found evidence that the 
Justice Department, the Treasury Department, the CIA, and several military 
intelligence units frequently employed wiretapping techniques as well, the 
article was first-and-foremost an attack on the FBI.74 
In his editorial which accompanied the second installment of the 
wiretapping article, Max Ascoli argued that wiretapping was only the 
beginning: “The wiretapping of today is the harbinger of infinitely worse tools 
that may disastrously encroach on our freedom. This is why it is imperative that 
the intolerable abuse of wiretapping be stopped.” Ascoli knew what he was 
talking about, having experienced a severe limitation of his civil liberties in 
Fascist Italy; during his last four years there his phone was tapped and he was 
shadowed by a policeman at all times. Ascoli argued that wiretapping should 
only be practiced “under the strictest federal supervision, and then only for the 
detection of three crimes: treason, sabotage, and espionage. For the detection of 
all other crimes, no matter how heinous, wiretapping must be outlawed – and 
outlawed for good.”75 Once more, The Reporter called for a Congressional 
investigation. 
Wiretapping had been a controversial issue in the United States ever 
since there had been wires to tap, and more than thirty attempts to enact a 
wiretapping bill were undertaken during the 1930s, 1940s and 1950s. During 
                                                     
73 Henry C. Fleisher, “Charles Clift,” unidentified newspaper article, 8 January 1978, box 197, 
folder 2, MAC. 
74 William S. Fairfield and Charles Clift, “The Wiretappers,” The Reporter 7, no. 13 (December 
23, 1952), 9. 
75 MA, “Electronics and the Bill of Rights,” The Reporter 8, no. 1 (January 6, 1953), 7. 
Chapter 5 – The Reporter’s Investigative Journalism  
 
191 
that same period a number of precedents were established in the federal courts, 
but during World War II and the McCarthy era, law enforcement and 
government officials could always find a way to bypass federal court 
restrictions, civil liberties advocates, and even existing federal law. National 
security concerns overruled the complaints of Bill of Rights violations. If 
anything, restrictions on wiretapping were loosened, not constricted. 
Throughout this period, James Lawrence Fly – Chairman of the FCC from 1939 
till 1944, and later Director of the ACLU – took the lead in the campaign 
against wiretapping. He published a number of articles in Look, The New 
Republic, and the Saturday Review, denouncing the practice of wiretapping for 
its violation of the Bill of Rights. Fly’s articles predated the Reporter exposé by 
several years. But if The Reporter did not start the discussion about 
wiretapping, it was the first to devote such a detailed article to the issue, and 
helped put the issue back on the agenda at a time when, apparently, more people 
were willing to listen. The discussion was picked up by other media and in 1954 
it reached the Senate floor, where Senator Morse fiercely defended the intrinsic 
worth of the Fourth Amendment. Subsequently, the judiciary committees of 
both the House and Senate appointed subcommittees to hold hearings, but the 
discussion over the expansion of the list of crimes for which wiretapping could 
be used, and the question which authority should be allowed to provide the 
authorization, grew so complex that none of the proposed bills managed to pass 
both the House and the Senate. With the rise of numerous new forms of 
communication during the past decades the discussion about wiretapping has 
grown even more complex, and although several provisions restricting the use 
of wiretaps have been installed, as of today a wiretapping bill has not been 
passed. In fact, in recent years the existing restrictions on government 
wiretapping have been weakened further by the Patriot Act. 
Although the discussion The Reporter helped instigate did not result in 
a wiretapping bill, the magazine fulfilled an important function by keeping the 
issue of wiretapping alive at a time when civil liberties were often subordinated 
to national security. The ACLU heartily congratulated the magazine for 
performing an important public service: “To my knowledge,” Alan Reitman, the 
assistant director, wrote, “there has not been in any popular publication a 
clearer, more interesting, and more penetrating presentation of the manner in 
which wiretapping interferes with the fundamental right of privacy. Although 
the American Civil Liberties Union is active in fighting invasions of this 
Constitutional right, Messrs. Fairfield and Clift came up with some new facts of 
which we hadn’t been aware. The series will prove helpful to organizations 
working in this field, and to private citizens who need information on a way in 
which the Bill of Rights can be violated.”76 
In the spring of 1953, the wiretapping series won The Reporter its first 
major award; a George Polk Memorial Award for magazine reporting. The 
Reporter’s achievements were highly praised by William M. Hudson, acting 
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president of Long Island University, which established the George Polk 
Memorial Awards in 1949, in memory of a CBS correspondent killed while 
covering the Greek civil war: “In its relatively brief history,” Hudson noted, 
“The Reporter magazine has already distinguished itself as a sprightly, hard-
hitting journal of fact and opinion.… In the quest of the truth it strikes out in a 
manner seldom equalled by older and more established competitors.” Hudson 
referred to “The Wiretappers” series as “a remarkable expose of an evil that has 
long been tolerated by the authorities.… It is an evil that cries out for 
excoriation.”77 
“The Wiretappers” exposed some of the FBI’s dubious, and even illegal 
methods. The Reporter’s extensive FBI-file attests that the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation was far from pleased with this coverage. Yet although the 
magazine and its editors were under close surveillance by the FBI throughout 
the 1950s, the Bureau never publicly attacked The Reporter. This is astonishing 
to say the least, given the magazine’s clear animosity toward both McCarthy 
and the FBI and can only be attributed to the fact that the magazine had 
powerful friends who came to its defense. At the height of McCarthyism the 
magazine got caught up in a power struggle between the FBI and the CIA, as 
will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 9 (Propaganda, Policy, and Covert 
Operations). The decision to publish “The Wiretappers” which explicitly 
focused attention on the FBI should be seen in this light, as should The 
Reporter’s failure to publish any investigative exposés on the CIA’s illegal 
activities.78 
The Lie-Detector Era 
In 1954 The Reporter published another major exposé, a two-part article on the 
government use of lie-detectors. Published at the time of the Army-McCarthy 
hearings, the article included a separate section on Senator McCarthy. “No one 
has tried more earnestly to expand the political use of the lie detector than the 
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junior Senator from Wisconsin,” wrote author Dwight Macdonald.79 Lie 
detectors had been used by the armed services and other government agencies 
before McCarthy’s rise to power, but his allegations about Communists and  
homosexuals in the State Department made a lie-detector test an essential part 
of any security screening. The use of lie detectors for security screenings, 
Macdonald pointed out, was “initiated as part of the Truman administration’s 
defensive reaction to Republican critics,” and “the practice has increased greatly 
in the Eisenhower administration.”80 
Macdonald proceeded to emphasize the lie-detector’s dubious standing 
within the scientific community. Psychologists, Macdonald explained, viewed 
the instrument with suspicion, arguing that interpretation was the key to lie-
detector technique and that much too often, lie-detector operators and examiners 
lacked the required skills. The vital factor, criminologists and psychologists 
agreed, was human, not mechanical, and the number of fully-qualified 
examiners – meaning both honest and competent – was very small. Due to this 
lack of scientific recognition, the higher courts refused to accept lie detector 
tests as evidence. Yet despite this lack of scientific and legal recognition, lie 
detectors were being used more and more frequently, not in criminal 
investigations, but in government security screenings. As Macdonald pointed 
out, government officials used lie detectors “to do mass security screening of 
new employees in certain ‘sensitive’ federal agencies, to check up on individual 
employees who have been accused of being bad security risks, and sometimes, 
according to reports, simply as a threat to get people to resign quietly and 
without fuss.”81 According to Macdonald the State Department, the Defense 
Department, and the CIA all used lie detectors to check up on their employees. 
In order to determine whether an employee or future employee formed a 
security risk, lie-detector tests included both questions about possible 
Communist sympathies and questions to determine whether the subject might 
be open to blackmail. Common questions included “Have you ever had any 
Communist sympathies?,” and “Have you ever associated with Communists?,” 
as well as “Are you an alcoholic?,” “Are you a dope addict?,” and “Are you a 
homosexual?”82 
Even if the test proved that the charges were false, the experience was 
still deeply disturbing and humiliating. Since a refusal to take the test was taken 
as evidence of guilt, many employees were frightened into resigning. While 
their employers claimed to be removing security risks, the use of lie detectors 
drove many able men and women out of government service. The use of lie 
detectors, Macdonald argued, was destructive to morale and engendered a 
“climate of terror” within government agencies.83 “Decent human relations 
                                                     
79 Dwight Macdonald, “The Lie-Detector Era.” The Reporter 10, no. 12 (June 8, 1954), 16. 
80 Dwight Macdonald, “The Lie-Detector Era,” The Reporter 10, no. 13 (June 22, 1954), 25. 
81 Dwight Macdonald, “The Lie-Detector Era.” The Reporter 10, no. 12 (June 8, 1954), 11. 
82 Dwight Macdonald, “The Lie-Detector Era,” The Reporter, 10, no. 13 (June 22, 1954), 23-24. 
83 Ibid., 27. 
Part II – The Reporter – A Magazine of Causes 
 
194 
simply cannot exist in an atmosphere in which everyone is presumed to be 
lying.”84 
Lie-detector tests, Macdonald argued, were an infringement of civil 
liberties. Although he did not go as far as to call lie-detector tests a violation of 
basic human rights – which, he explained, was the European assessment – 
Macdonald did argue that regulation was necessary in order to protect 
government employees, and professional standards were needed, in order to 
improve the accuracy of the tests. “The Lie-Detector Era” was a direct appeal 
for Congressional action. In January 1952, Macdonald noted, Congressman 
Edmund P. Radwan (Republican, New York) had called for an investigative 
committee to determine whether lie detectors were effective in security 
screenings, and, if so, to set up rules for the screenings, in order to both 
maximize results and protect government employees. Macdonald called on 
Congressman Radwan and Senator Morse – who had also been a strong 
supporter of this proposal – to follow up on their promises for further 
investigation.85 
The Reporter’s exposé played an important role in reviving an 
important Congressional discussion. As a result of the publication of “The Lie-
Detector Era,” and some Reporter lobbying, Congressman Radwan reintroduced 
his 1952 bill asking for an investigation of the use of lie detectors in 
government.86 As Harlan Cleveland explained to Max Ascoli in a memorandum 
dated June 16, 1954, Congressman Radwan had been planning to “give full 
credit to The Reporter since it was, in fact, the Reporter article that suggested to 
him the idea of reintroducing his old bill which had gotten no where before. The 
plan,” Cleveland continued, “is for Radwan to hold a press conference 
somewhere in the Capitol in which he will mention the Reporter article and put 
on a demonstration of what the lie-detector looks like and how it works.”87 
Although Radwan did reintroduce his bill, the rest of this plan – cooked up by 
Philip Horton and Charles Clift – fell through.88 
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It was not until 1988 that Congressional action limited the use of lie-
detector tests by employers. Despite these limitations, however, lie detectors are 
still used to screen applicants for state and federal government jobs, as well as 
applicants for positions with private firms engaged in protecting national 
security. The FBI still makes frequent use of lie-detector tests to determine 
whether its own employees are lying or telling the truth. Following the 2001 
arrest of FBI agent Robert Hanssen – who admitted to having worked for the 
KGB, the Soviet security and intelligence agency – the FBI implemented 
compulsory lie-detector testing for its employees. After the terrorist attacks of 
September 11th, 2001, the United States seems to have entered another lie-
detector era. Although the scientific accuracy of lie-detector testing is as 
contended as ever, national security concerns have once again overtaken the 
protection of civil liberties. 
Clouds from Nevada 
In 1957 The Reporter published an investigative exposé on the dangers of 
nuclear fallout. In this article – “Clouds from Nevada” – Paul Jacobs accused 
the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) of extreme negligence with regard to 
the effects of radioactive fallout. Not only had the AEC downplayed these 
effects; it had even engaged in active cover-ups to facilitate the continuation of 
its Nevada weapons-testing program. 
As a result of the Soviet Union’s successful testing of an atom bomb in 
August 1949, the AEC moved its primary nuclear testing facility from the 
Pacific to the mainland United States. Since the country no longer had a 
monopoly on the atom bomb, the frequency of the tests needed to be increased, 
as did the level of security surrounding the tests. AEC officials believed that 
this would be easier to accomplish at a domestic testing site. A sparsely 
populated area in the Nevada desert – close to the California, Utah, and Arizona 
borders – was selected for this purpose, and frequent nuclear tests commenced 
in January 1951. In “Clouds from Nevada” Jacobs argued that from the very 
beginning the AEC consistently denied that radioactive fallout from the tests 
posed any threat to public health. Despite the fact that more and more scientists 
– in the United States as well as abroad – were pointing to the genetic and 
pathological effects of radiation, and despite the fact that by 1957 several cases 
of leukemia, cancer, as well as the death of a great number of cattle had been 
pointed to as somehow related to radioactive fallout from the Nevada tests, the 
AEC continued to deny that its nuclear tests posed a threat to public health. 
In his article, which was published days before a new series of tests was 
to begin, Jacobs argued that the AEC’s denials were based on public relations 
considerations rather than on actual facts. “The job of balancing the demands of 
public health and weapons development,” Jacobs observed, “has been 
something of a dilemma for the AEC ever since it was created.”89 Weapons 
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development, Jacobs argued, had always been the AEC’s first priority, and since 
there was no independent organization or government agency supervising the 
AEC, the dangers that the nuclear tests posed to public health were being 
suppressed. The AEC, Jacobs argued, was convinced that its primary mission 
was so important, that any information that might obstruct the ultimate goal of 
weapons development needed to be kept secret. Even as doubts were rising 
among its own scientists, the AEC continued to assure the American public that 
fallout from the Nevada tests did not pose a threat to public health. Jacobs 
demonstrated that the AEC had reassured inhabitants of the area surrounding 
the Nevada test site, even when there was no exact information available on the 
amount of radioactive fallout. In order to be able to continue with the tests, the 
AEC did everything in its power to prevent “bad psychological effects.”90 As a 
rule, in order not to alarm people, the AEC refrained from taking proper 
measures such as warning the inhabitants of surrounding towns, telling them to 
stay indoors, and to round up their cattle. Jacobs not only demonstrated that the 
AEC put people’s lives as risk because of a lack of information, he also showed 
that the agency deliberately distributed disinformation and actively tried to 
suppress any dissenting views among the many scientists it employed, either 
directly, or indirectly through contracts with universities and research institutes. 
 The only way to resolve the AEC’s problematic dual responsibility, 
Jacobs argued, was to establish a separate organization, responsible for 
protecting the public from the hazards of radioactive fallout. “Following the 
fundamental pattern of our government,” Jacobs wrote, “the responsibility for 
weapons development should be separated from that of guarding public health. 
Probably the major trouble with the AEC lies in the fact that its enormous 
power is not subject to adequate checks and balances.”91 
Jacobs’ article “Clouds from Nevada” drew a great number of 
appreciative comments from Reporter readers, including a number of prominent 
politicians and scientists. Adlai Stevenson, for example, congratulated The 
Reporter on its “significant contribution to public debate on the world-wide 
danger of the nuclear arms race.”92 Marston Morse of the Princeton Institute for 
Advanced Study wrote: “Every thoughtful scientist should be grateful to you for 
‘Clouds from Nevada’.… You do not pretend to have all the facts but you have 
enough to underline many times over the seriousness of the situation.”93 Walter 
Gerstel, who had worked at the National Laboratory in Los Alamos, wrote: 
“Paul Jacobs’s exceedingly well documented ‘Clouds from Nevada’ may help 
shake our nation into awareness of what we have been doing in the name of 
defense.”94 
In addition to congratulating The Reporter on the publication of Jacobs’ 
exposé, many Reporter readers also praised Max Ascoli for his accompanying 
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editorial, “There Must Be an End to It.” In this editorial Ascoli argued that 
nuclear testing posed a serious threat to mankind, especially because the Soviet 
Union and the United States were no longer the only nations testing nuclear 
weapons. Great Britain was about to join the arms race by testing its own atom 
bomb. Although it elicited a great deal of approval from Reporter readers, 
Ascoli’s firm “No” to both nuclear testing and the arms race seems 
uncharacteristic; it signalled a departure from his firm Cold War stance.95 
The repercussions of The Reporter’s exposé on nuclear fallout went far 
beyond appreciative reactions from its readers. The major wire services featured 
reports on Jacobs’ article, as did radio and television programs, and a great 
many newspapers around the country. A number of newspapers even sent 
correspondents to Nevada, and many of them supported The Reporter’s 
conclusions in their editorials.96 Although the AEC was quick to issue a 
disclaimer, arguing that the article was “a fantastic collection of half-truths, 
insinuations, innuendoes, and out-and-out misstatements,” Paul Jacobs reported 
to Max Ascoli that “the impact of the story is also shown in the continual 
postponements of the tests because of weather – the AEC is being super 
cautious.”97 
The impact of Jacobs’ exposé was also felt in Congress. Congressional 
hearings on the subject of radiation had been planned for late May and early 
June 1957. Prior to these hearings there had been a great deal of discussion of 
the dangers of nuclear fallout both in Congress and in the press. “Clouds from 
Nevada,” however, was the most in-depth account, based on extensive research, 
to appear in any newspaper or magazine. The Reporter had actually provided 
the newly-established Subcommittee on Radiation with a primer on the dangers 
of nuclear fallout. Representative for California Chet Holifield had been 
appointed chairman of this special subcommittee. Shortly after the publication 
of “Clouds from Nevada” Holifield wrote The Reporter: “I have read your 
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editorial ‘There Must Be an End to It’ and Paul Jacobs’ article on radiation with 
great interest and must say that I am impressed with the amount of research 
which has been done and which is so much in evidence throughout the article.… 
I have asked my Subcommittee on Radiation to study it carefully.”98 For the 
benefit of all Congressmen, Charles Porter, representative for Oregon, included 
Max Ascoli’s editorial in the Congressional Record.99 The Reporter’s special 
report on nuclear fallout certainly helped spark discussion, as well as interest for 
the proceedings of the Subcommittee on Radiation.100 
In 1958 Sigma Delta Chi, the society of professional journalists, 
honored The Reporter and Paul Jacobs with a “Public Service in Magazine 
Journalism” award. The citation read: “In a year that was notable for the number 
of excellent magazine articles fulfilling important public service functions, Paul 
Jacobs’ report on the AEC’s weapons-testing program was outstanding. Official 
secrecy hampered his investigation; the climate of opinion insured that the 
questions raised by his disclosures would be unpopular. Yet he dug out a 
comprehensive set of facts – and presented them compellingly – so that 
Americans were alerted to a real danger and provoked to discussion of policies 
that have deep significance for people everywhere.”101 
Paul Jacobs had been a frequent contributor to The Reporter since 1955, 
writing articles on labor issues and civil liberties. He became a staff-writer in 
January 1957, when his two-part article “The World of Jimmy Hoffa” was 
published, and would continue to work for The Reporter until 1961. A “self-
proclaimed radical activist,” Jacobs was one of The Reporter’s more militant 
staff members.102 During the 1930s Jacobs had been an active Trotskyite. He 
worked for many years in the labor movement, and served as a race relations 
specialist for the American Jewish Committee. In 1956 Jacobs became staff 
director of the Center for the Study of Democratic Institutions, a liberal think-
tank. After leaving The Reporter Jacobs served as a consultant to the Peace 
Corps and the War on Poverty Program, and continued to fight injustice through 
his investigative reporting.103 
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Jacobs paid a high price for being one of the first to sound a warning 
about the dangers of radioactive fallout. He died in 1978, at the age of fifty-
nine, of cancer, which his doctors believed was the result of the radiation to 
which he had been exposed while he was working on “Clouds from Nevada.” 
During the final months of his life Jacobs worked with Saul Landau, Haskell 
Wexler, and Jack Willis on a documentary about his personal and political 
struggle to expose the government’s suppression of the health hazards of 
nuclear radiation. Twenty years earlier, Jacobs’ indictment of the AEC in 
“Clouds from Nevada” had been based mainly on scientific research. The actual 
effects of radioactive fallout in the area surrounding the Nevada testsite were 
not yet in evidence. The documentary – entitled “Paul Jacobs and the Nuclear 
Gang” – made those effects unmistakably clear. In this emotionally charged 
film, Jacobs interviewed many of the people he had written about in “Clouds 
from Nevada,” civilians who had lived in the area surrounding the Nevada 
testsite. As the documentary clearly showed, many of those exposed to 
radioactive fallout from nuclear testing during the 1950s were dying of cancer, 
just like Jacobs himself. These were the same people who, during the 1950s, 
had been assured over and over again by the AEC that the radiation from the 
tests would not hurt them. By the time the documentary was finished and was 
broadcast on PBS, Paul Jacobs, and many of those he had interviewed for the 
documentary, had died. “Paul Jacobs and the Nuclear Gang” won an Emmy 
Award for best television program, as well as a George F. Polk Award for 
investigative journalism.104 
Lasting Value of The Reporter’s Investigative Journalism 
The actual lasting effects of The Reporter’s investigative journalism are difficult 
to measure. Such effects depend to a large extent on the receptivity of the 
public, policy-makers, and legislators. During its investigative prime The 
Reporter was struggling against the grain, publishing investigative exposés on 
the imperfections of democracy – the misuse of government power and political 
influence, the curtailment of civil liberties for national security purposes, and 
the misinformation of the American people – at a time when many considered 
national security, anti-Communism, and conformity much more important 
priorities. Despite such limitations, however, there is no denying that The 
Reporter was often at the forefront, influencing public opinion and setting the 
agenda for political debate. The awards, press coverage, and discussions in 
Congress mentioned in this chapter form tangible proof that The Reporter 
achieved this goal. 
In addition to setting the agenda for political debate, The Reporter also 
tried to set higher standards for journalistic practice. With its explicit ideas 
about the responsibilities of the press in a democratic society, The Reporter was 
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one of a very small number of magazines which kept the tradition of 
investigative journalism alive throughout the conformist era of the 1950s. The 
magazine’s investigative reporting signalled a shift in focus from social 
concerns to the exposure of the corruption and wrongdoings of government 
officials and government agencies. Regardless of its motivations and 
affiliations, The Reporter helped establish the critical attitude towards 
government officials and government agencies that would become more and 
more widespread during the 1960s and eventually culminated in the publication 
of the Pentagon Papers and the disclosure of the Watergate scandal. 
It has long been assumed that investigative journalism affects change by 
mobilizing public opinion which in turn will demand reform from legislators 
and policy-makers. As this chapter demonstrates, The Reporter does not fit this 
interpretation of investigative reporting. It was first and foremost a platform for 
specific political causes. This may well be the reason why The Reporter is not 
mentioned in studies of investigative journalism of the 1950s. 
In their study of investigative journalism and agenda setting, David 
Protess et al have demonstrated the weaknesses of the assumption that 
investigative journalism operates as an independent “watchdog” and agenda 
setter. They argue instead that investigative journalism is at its most effective 
when it is closely allied with existing forces for change. In exchange for 
exposure and in-depth coverage, such individuals or organizations provide the 
journalists with inside information. Investigative journalists, in other words, do 
not operate independently, but as part of a network including social 
organizations, political lobbies, and, as was often the case with The Reporter, 
politicians and legislators. These journalists are thus active participants in the 
political process.105 As we have seen in this chapter, The Reporter’s editors and 
staff writers drew extensively on government sources and were not averse to 
actively cooperating with government officials to advance a common cause.106 
This did not, however, mean that The Reporter was being manipulated; it is 
clear that both sides benefitted equally. The close cooperation between The 
Reporter and government officials does, however, raise questions about the 
lasting value of an exposé such as that on the China Lobby. Although the 
articles do contain significant observations about the implications of 
McCarthyism and the interwovenness of foreign and domestic affairs, they 
cannot be viewed as an objective journalistic account of the partisan struggle 
between the Truman administration and McCarthy and his allies. The articles 
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themselves were part of that ongoing struggle, in which The Reporter was an 
active participant, not an independent journalistic observer. 
Ultimately, The Reporter’s investigative efforts were limited by its 
ideological underpinnings. The magazine never challenged the status quo. It 
aimed to expose the excrescences of American democracy, in order to perfect it. 
In 1960 Commentary published a serious critique of The Reporter, linking the 
shortcomings of its coverage to the problems of the type of liberalism it 
represented. “The Reporter,” author Harris Dienstfrey, argued, “has consistently 
affirmed the goals of public decisionmaking, fair play in government and 
business, and a society in which men have free choice and security; and it has 
always assumed that its readers would be sufficiently distressed about 
deviations from these liberal norms to apply the pressures of an informed 
electorate. The health of the open society, in other words, depends on an active 
public interest. In this choice of means and ends, The Reporter and its audience 
maintain the liberal persuasion par excellence.” Dienstfrey, in other words, 
questioned The Reporter’s very premise, which he succinctly summarized as 
follows: “That American institutions are … self-evidently good to any 
reasonable man, and that any problems which arise are the fault of people who 
do not follow the rules – through deviousness or ignorance.” What The Reporter 
failed to acknowledge, in Dienstfrey’s opinion, was that “the rules of the game 
– the institutions of society – may themselves be the cause of disorder.”107 As 
more and more Americans – inspired by the by the civil rights movement and 
the Vietnam War protests – began to acknowledge this possibility during the 
later 1960s, The Reporter’s failure to do so presaged its undoing. Dienstfrey’s 
insightful review highlighted this shortcoming, tracing its origins to the 
magazine’s major successes of the 1950s. 
By the early 1960s The Reporter’s most prominent investigative 
reporters – Paul Jacobs, Charles Clift, and Douglass Cater – had moved on.108 
They were replaced by a group of talented young writers, none of whom, 
however, was given a chance to develop the same skill in investigative 
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journalism. Meg Greenfield, who succeeded Douglass Cater as Washington 
editor, was well-versed in satirical commentary, but contributed no investigative 
exposés. As a result of shifts in the composition of The Reporter’s staff during 
the early 1960s the focus of its coverage shifted from domestic to foreign 
affairs. The Reporter’s foreign correspondents – Claire Sterling, Edmond 
Taylor, George Bailey, and Denis Warner – were the magazine’s new stars. 
As one of The Reporter’s prominent early staff members, Theodore 
White, pointed out to Max Ascoli in 1954, The Reporter’s success, and 
ultimately its survival, depended on long-range planning: “Most of the truly 
memorable Reporter stories have been planned pieces – the China lobby job, 
the wiretappers, the McCarthy issue, etc.… In our planning, I believe, we have 
developed one significant and unique type of story – the ‘investigative’ story. 
This kind of story is as particular and distinctive of The Reporter as the ‘profile’ 
is of The New Yorker.”109 During the 1960s The Reporter increasingly pursued 
current affairs, leaving the front-of-the-book open for last-minute developments 
in Europe, Asia, or the Middle East. Long-term planning shifted from domestic 
to foreign affairs. Instead of planning investigative exposés, Philip Horton was 
now corresponding with The Reporter’s foreign correspondents, planning their 
trips to Southeast Asia, Eastern Europe, and the Middle East. Although its 
articles would always involve a certain amount of investigation, the magazine 
increasingly lived up to its name, serving primarily as a reporter.110 
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 Chapter 6 – The Reporter’s Opposition to 
McCarthy 
This chapter deals with the topic that essentially established The Reporter’s 
name: McCarthyism. The magazine was one of the earliest and fiercest critics of 
Senator Joseph McCarthy. This early and vocal opposition to McCarthy was 
exceptional and set The Reporter apart from many other liberal journals which 
were more hesitant in taking a stance. McCarthy provided the new magazine 
with the perfect opportunity to make its voice heard, thus playing an important 
role in The Reporter’s success. A 1955 study on McCarthyism and academic 
freedom conducted by the Fund for the Republic showed that despite the fact 
that it had been labeled “objectionable” by Senator McCarthy and other right-
wing Republicans, The Reporter ranked third on a list of magazines and 
newspapers that constituted the favorite reading of liberal intellectuals. These 
intellectuals appreciated the fact that the magazine offered information and a 
point of view that could not be found elsewhere.1 What made the magazine 
“objectionable” in the eyes of McCarthy and his allies, was the fact that the 
magazine fearlessly opposed and even ridiculed McCarthy’s efforts to fight 
domestic Communism and came to the defense of the people he persecuted. The 
Reporter’s close ties to the State Department – which McCarthy had attacked 
for being “soft on Communism” – resulted in the accusation that the magazine 
was promoting the Communist cause. Max Ascoli obviously took great pride in 
being a lone dissenter and fearlessly faced his reactionary opponents.2 At a time 
when repression reigned and most Americans supported the objectives 
underlying McCarthyism, even if they abhorred McCarthy himself, it took great 
courage to take such a stance. This chapter examined The Reporter’s truly 
exceptional stance and also raises the question how the magazine could survive 
the repeated attacks on its reputation at the height of the McCarthyist Red Scare. 
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Liberal Intellectuals and McCarthyism 
In his authoritative study on American intellectuals in the 1940s and 1950s The 
Liberal Mind in a Conservative Age, Richard H. Pells has argued that most 
victims of McCarthyism faced their fate – “an elementary test of conscience and 
character” – alone because there were very few who were willing to defend 
them: 
One might have expected intellectuals – those most alert to 
totalitarian infringements on civil liberties and cultural freedom – 
to attack the investigators, challenge the premises of 
McCarthyism, urge defiance, cheer any display of independence 
and “autonomy” in the midst of conformity. But the majority of 
writers during the 1940s and 1950s preached a different sermon. In 
one form or another … they counseled or practiced collaboration – 
not as a matter of expediency, not so as to save their own or 
anyone else’s career, but on principle. They argued, rationally and 
sincerely, that citizens should help the government purge America 
of the last vestiges of Stalinism. They insisted that the Cold War 
required extraordinary legislation to extinguish domestic 
subversion. They disliked McCarthyism, yet they reinforced its 
assumptions and helped refine its methods because they detested 
Communism even more.3 
Pells subsequently denounced these liberal intellectuals for “distorting their 
commitment to personal freedom in the interest of a ‘higher’ ideal,” arguing that 
“they should have known better.”4 The effect of their consent, Pells argued, was 
that the fear and self-censorship of McCarthyism, internalized by many 
Americans, lingered long after McCarthy had been condemned by the Senate.5 
Since the end of the Cold War a renewed debate about both the meaning 
of McCarthyism itself and the implications of this liberal response has emerged. 
New evidence on the American Communist Party and espionage found in the 
Soviet Union’s newly opened archives led the traditionalists among Cold War 
scholars to conclude that certain of the underlying aims of McCarthyism were 
vindicated, if not its methods.6 Revisionist scholars, on the other hand, have 
continued to condemn not only McCarthy and his supporters, but all those who 
supported the fight against domestic Communism.7 In her recent study of the 
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McCarthy era, Many Are the Crimes: McCarthyism in America, revisionist 
Ellen Schrecker indicted Cold War liberal intellectuals, arguing that for many 
years after McCarthy himself had gone the after-effects of McCarthyism 
effectively silenced debate and stifled change in the area of civil rights, in the 
federal government, in organized labor, and in the arts. McCarthyism rendered a 
debate about whether the United States should engage in the Cold War 
impossible. Instead, the debate focused on how the Cold War should be fought, 
both at home and abroad. She condemned even those moderate liberals who had 
denounced McCarthy’s tactics while defending the need for a campaign against 
domestic Communism. By supporting the underlying assumptions of 
McCarthyism, she argued, liberal intellectuals helped create and perpetuate this 
atmosphere of fear and suppression.8 As we will see in this chapter, The 
Reporter did not endorse such a campaign against domestic Communism and 
subversion. In fact, the magazine was among the most vehement advocates of 
the position that such a campaign was not necessary because domestic 
Communism did not pose a genuine threat to American democracy. Since the 
magazine’s focus was firmly on international, not on domestic Communism, it 
did not contribute directly to the creation of McCarthyism. It did, however, play 
a crucial role in shaping and perpetuating the overarching Cold War mentality 
that would eventually lead the United States into the quagmire of Vietnam, as 
we will see in Chapter 8 (Shaping Cold War Mentality). 
Traditionalist historian Ronald Radosh vehemently attacked the 
writings of revisionist historians such as Schrecker, who, despite the newly 
available evidence, failed to acknowledge that the American Communist Party 
had been subordinate to Moscow and that many victims of McCarthyism had in 
fact been Soviet spies. This new evidence, Radosh argued, placed the liberal 
intellectuals’ response to McCarthyism in an entirely new light and he berated 
Schrecker and others for their continued denunciation of these intellectuals. 
Historians such as Schrecker, he argued, confused the liberals’ anti-
Communism with support of McCarthyism. Radosh argued that while liberal 
intellectuals “despised McCarthy and considered him to be a demagogue and a 
thug, they also knew that the stark reality of a dangerous international 
Communist movement, along with its American counterpart, posed a real 
imminent and serious threat to American democracy. They demanded that 
liberals not abandon dealing with how to confront that threat, lest they 
relinquish that task to McCarthy and his kind alone.” Thus, Radosh pointed out, 
liberals “avoided the trap Joe McCarthy had tried to set for them – that of 
getting them to defend the innocence of actual Communists because he had 
targeted liberals among his enemies.”9 John Earl Haynes expressed a similar 
critique of Schrecker’s book, pointing out: “She insists that ‘Socialists and other 
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left-wing anti-Communists functioned as a kind of intelligence service for the 
rest of the [anti-Communist] network.’”10 Thus Schrecker indicted the 
Americans for Democratic Action (ADA), Partisan Review, and the New York 
intellectuals – all fervent anti-Communists, but certainly not supporters of 
McCarthy. Haynes argued that according to Schrecker “Communists should be 
excused for making mistakes,… but anti-Communists deserve no mercy.”11 
The focus of this chapter will be on The Reporter’s response to the 
picture McCarthy painted of domestic Communism and the methods he 
employed to root it out, not on the validity of his claims, but it is striking that 
The Reporter is not mentioned at all in these recent debates about McCarthyism. 
The magazine forms a prime example of Radosh’ argument that anti-
Communism did not necessarily imply support for McCarthy. The Reporter’s 
position on McCarthyism also illustrates the discord within the liberal 
community. This chapter aims to examine that discord, comparing The 
Reporter’s response to McCarthyism to that of other liberal intellectual journals. 
In addition this chapter will address the question why, despite its obvious 
achievements The Reporter has been overlooked in historical studies of 
McCarthyism. 
The Strain on Our Liberties 
McCarthyism is a misleading term, linking the widespread repression of the 
period between 1947 and 1955 to one specific person: Senator Joseph 
McCarthy. As Richard Pells has pointed out, “Joseph McCarthy gave the period 
its name, but ‘McCarthyism’ began well before his rise to prominence and 
outlasted his political demise.”12 McCarthyism surpassed “the ravings of a 
single demagogue,” taking a range of forms which included: 
The security checks, loyalty oaths, and attorney general’s list of 
subversive organizations initiated by the Truman administration; 
the trials of Alger Hiss, Communist party leaders, and the 
Rosenbergs conducted by Truman’s department of justice from 
evidence assembled by the FBI [Federal Bureau of Investigation]; 
the labor movement’s expulsion of its Communist-dominated 
unions; the presidential campaign of 1948 in which liberals 
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accused Henry Wallace of being a spokesman for Moscow, 
followed by the campaign of 1952 in which conservatives charged 
Democrats with being “soft on Communism”; the congressional 
exposés of Communist infiltration in Hollywood, television, 
newspapers, churches, universities, and public schools; [and] the 
efforts by intellectuals and legal scholars to narrow the limits of 
academic freedom and civil liberties.13 
During its two-year trial-period The Reporter’s editors had had ample time to 
observe this rising tide of repression and once the magazine began publication 
they were quick to take a stand. Having personally experienced the oppression 
of loyalty oaths, blacklisting, censorship, and wrongful persecution, Max Ascoli 
was well-aware of the far-reaching implications. In one of the magazine’s very 
first issues – devoted to “The Strain on Our Liberties” – he expressed his 
concern over Americans’ low esteem – or, perhaps, inadequate understanding – 
of their liberties.14 
These liberties had been compromised long before McCarthy even 
appeared on the scene. Though executed with less fanfare than McCarthy’s 
crusade, the most far-reaching measures aimed at ousting subversives and 
security risks were initiated by the Truman administration, “partly,” as Pells has 
pointed out, “to deflect the suspicion that Democrats were secretly sympathetic 
to Communism, and partly as a reaction to the unrelieved tensions of the Cold 
War.”15 The Truman administration campaign included an extensive loyalty 
program, requiring all current and prospective government employees to swear 
an oath, pledging their loyalty to the US Constitution and the US government. 
While most liberal intellectuals argued that these measures were unfortunate but 
necessary, Max Ascoli took a principled stand, based on his own experiences 
with Italian Fascism.16 Since it was easy for true Communists to swear a false 
oath, he argued, the people who really suffered were the ones who refused to 
take the oath on moral or religious principles. In Fascist Italy and Nazi 
Germany, Ascoli stated satirically, civil servants as well as ordinary citizens 
became quite accustomed to taking “oaths without end, one after another,” and 
this “was never considered a serious matter by realistic people. It was just a 
painless and gradual education to perjury.”17 While intellectual debate at this 
time focused primarily on the dangers of domestic Communism, Ascoli 
expressed his concern about the effects of the security regulations on education 
and academic freedom: 
Ultimately, the function of education is not to teach but to test 
democracy. Communism can be taught, but not democracy. The 
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political or temporal powers of society have the right to see that 
academic chairs are not used as soapboxes, just as the educators 
themselves have the duty to see that no one is admitted to their 
trade who does not know his job. But once these elementary 
precautions are taken, the restless, unconventional minds should be 
left undisturbed to do their work of experimenting and probing.… 
Democracy is maintained not by people who have memorized the 
catechism of political freedom, but by those who have reached the 
belief in freedom and have learned to fight for it. Perhaps one 
thing that is wrong with our country is that we haven’t enough 
odd, unconventional minds in our academic and intellectual 
world.18 
Ascoli’s experience with Italian Fascism set him apart from many other liberal 
intellectuals. Even more important, however, in explaining his divergent 
position on McCarthyism, is the fact that Ascoli’s experiences during the Great 
Depression set him apart from the New York intellectuals surrounding The 
Nation, The New Republic, Commentary, Partisan Review, and The New 
Leader. Although he had experienced the poverty of that era, he had not 
experienced the loss of faith in the American political and economic system. 
Instead, he had traveled around the country, amazed by the contrast between 
Italian Fascism and American democracy. While many American intellectuals 
turned to radical socialism and even Communism, Ascoli’s belief in freedom 
and democracy only grew stronger. Consequently, what was a reversal for most 
New York Intellectuals – from radical socialism or Communist sympathies, by 
way of anti-Fascism, to anti-Communism – was in Ascoli’s case a matter of 
perseverance and constancy. Ascoli, thus, did not experience the guilt many 
liberal intellectuals felt as they considered their own radical pasts and wondered 
to what extent they had contributed to the danger posed by domestic 
Communism. In fact, Ascoli felt that for many of these ex-Communists, anti-
Communism had become an obsession and that their fanaticism formed a bigger 
threat to American democracy than the American Communist Party.19 
Concern about loyalty-security regulations and the resulting witch hunts 
and curtailment of civil liberties formed a recurrent theme in The Reporter 
throughout the 1950s. The magazine published a great number of articles 
delineating the devastating effects of loyalty-security measures on both 
government agencies – paralyzed by fear and paranoia – as well as individual 
lives. In addition, the magazine was also greatly concerned about the stifling 
atmosphere of conformity to which McCarthyism had given rise, and which was 
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slowly eroding the freedom to think, feel, question, and oppose. This concern 
was eloquently articulated by Sec – The Reporter’s satirical poet – in July 1953: 
 
Insomnia 
Count the small liberties as they leap over the stile and disappear. 
One by one – 
One, to Differ (those who believe in other ways betray) 
Two, To Listen (this lecture is canceled; the thoughts might lead astray) 
Three, To See (this movie is banned because some call it obscene) 
Four, To Enter (this man cannot immigrate, he erred at eighteen) 
Five, To Read (those books are no longer permitted on the shelves) 
Six, To be Silent (those who refuse to speak convict themselves) 
Seven, To Question (this judge who consulted his conscience must be 
impeached) 
Eight, nine, ten, eleven, twelve (the limit is not yet reached – 
Count the small liberties as they leap over the stile and disappear, 
One by one.20 
 
The stifling conformism that characterized the era was persuasively put forth in 
The Reporter’s “Views and Reviews” section. In August 1951, for example, at 
the height of McCarthy’s power, the magazine published a short story by 
science fiction writer Ray Bradbury, author of the classic dystopian novel on 
censorship and book burnings, Fahrenheit 451 (1953). In this particular story – 
titled “The Pedestrian” and set in 2131 – a man is taken to “the Psychiatric 
Center for Research on Regressive Tendencies” because he was out walking, for 
no other reason than to breathe fresh air, to see something other than the inside 
of his house and office, and to walk.21 The futuristic layer of this story is very 
thin, as some of The Reporter’s readers were quick to point out. “As a reader of 
long standing,” one of them wrote, “I feel myself entitled to a strong complaint 
from time to time. I hereby severely criticize just one important point in Ray 
Bradbury’s ‘The Pedestrian’ … The year 2131 A.D. is ridiculous. It should be 
1951.”22 Another reader wrote that he had had a very similar experience 
strolling down a Chicago street in the middle of the afternoon. He was halted by 
two undercover policemen who found his actions very suspicious and almost 
arrested him for robbery, just because he was out walking.23 Throughout the 
1950s The Reporter published a number of Bradbury’s stories.24 The editors 
liked the broader implications of Bradbury’s stories and the fact that he was not 
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“hopelessly preoccupied with rayguns, bug-eyed monsters, rocket dogfights, 
and the perils of Earth-virgins.… His approach to the machine is symbolic, his 
approach to the other-worldly ways of life is anthropological; his subject is 
always man.”25 In other words, Bradbury’s future showed the Reporter’s 
readers some important truths about their own age. 
Another article exploring the pervasive conformism bred by 
McCarthyism was published in April 1951. In this article journalist Edward P. 
Morgan, who had recently returned to the United States after two years in 
Europe, described his reaction to the underlying fear and anxiety with which he 
was confronted upon his return. “On the surface,” Morgan wrote, “America … 
seemed more richly vitaminized than ever before. New homes, new gadgets, 
new prosperity.… And yet as I began to talk to people, I caught something 
unfamiliar about the picture; something was wrong.” There was an undeniable 
fear and anxiety about the atomic bomb. But, Morgan writes, “it was not this 
but a more invidious kind of fear that disturbed me.” It was the fear and 
suspicion of Communism, the fear of being associated with Communism that 
was new. “As I traveled across the country to the Pacific Coast and back again, 
I became more uneasy. Instead of the powerful rhythmic stroke of an American 
tempo, I now felt an ugly, nervous twitch.” Morgan noticed a distrust of 
foreigners, and an immediate suspicion of anyone who asked questions. The 
reduction or suspension of civil liberties was widely accepted and everyone was 
guilty until proven innocent.26 
While others viewed McCarthyism as the work of a single demagogue, 
a form of populism, a catalyst of status politics, or an extreme example of 
partisan politics, The Reporter’s opposition stemmed from a deeply-felt 
conviction that this type of repression came dangerously close to 
totalitarianism.27 As we have seen in the previous chapter, The Reporter was 
well-aware of the partisan interests that intensified and protracted McCarthyism. 
Its rhetoric, however, emphasized the defense of civil liberties as well as the 
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conviction that fighting international Communism should take precedence over 
fighting domestic Communism. 
In their introduction to the “Strain on Our Liberties” issue, the editors 
posed the following question: “Why is it that … in a sort of perverted 
isolationism, so many prefer to fight the shadow of Communism in America 
rather than its reality and its causes abroad?”28 Frequently and fiercely Ascoli 
attacked the new isolationists who were “against foreign policy, any kind of 
foreign policy, diplomatic as well as military,” and wanted to ignore the rise of 
international Communism, as long as it did not reach American shores. 
“Compared to this nihilistic policy of no policy, no peace, no war, no 
entanglements, no alliances,” Ascoli wrote in January 1951, “Chamberlain’s 
appeasement of Hitler at Munich appears as the height of statesmanship.” In 
Ascoli’s opinion, international Communism – “a world-wide power that is 
determined to conquer, through military or civil war, every country in the 
world, including the United States” – formed a much more dangerous threat to 
American democracy than domestic Communism.29  
It was this tendency to put foreign before domestic affairs that set The 
Reporter apart from many prominent anti-Communist liberals.30 Given its 
frequently expressed conviction that Communist parties around the world were 
controlled by Moscow, The Reporter’s dismissal of the Communist threat at 
home as negligible and even non-existent, is somewhat puzzling. It seems that 
the editors truly believed that the American Communist Party was essentially 
ineffective in its efforts to subvert American democracy. They were, apparently, 
also convinced that those hurt by McCarthyism were primarily innocent 
bystanders and that McCarthy was targeting liberals, not Communists. New 
evidence from archives in the former Soviet Union seems to indicate that, with 
hindsight, this interpretation was somewhat naive.31 
While most American liberals disapproved of McCarthy’s methods, 
they did believe that it was necessary to fight domestic Communism. Their 
debates did not focus on whether, but on how to deal with American 
Communism. The split that occurred within the American Committee for 
Cultural Freedom (ACCF) over the question whether to support or oppose 
McCarthy forms a telling illustration of this division within the liberal 
intellectual community. The ACCF had long postponed taking a stand on 
McCarthy, but in March 1952 the committee held a meeting to discuss what its 
response should be. James Farrell, Dwight Macdonald, Richard Rovere, Arthur 
Schlesinger, Jr., warned their fellow committee members about the dangers 
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McCarthyism posed to both civil liberties and cultural freedom. Richard 
Rovere, associate editor of The New Yorker, argued: “It is clearly our job to let 
the country know and let Europe know that it is possible to be against 
McCarthyism as well as against Communist totalitarianism.”32 The majority 
view, however, supported by chairman Sidney Hook, as well as Daniel Bell, 
William Phillips, and Clement Greenberg, was that the committee should not 
issue an all-out condemnation of McCarthy. Ultimately, the committee reached 
a compromise, condemning McCarthy’s tactics, but not his pursuit of domestic 
Communists.33 
It is telling that, although he was a member of the ACCF, Ascoli did not 
participate in this debate. In fact, he decided to extricate himself from the 
organization when the internal conflict over McCarthyism first arose. Having 
been a reluctant member from the start, he was disappointed that the committee 
had waited this long to even discuss McCarthyism and could now not even 
make up its mind whether to support or oppose McCarthy. To Ascoli this was 
not a question that needed debating.34 
McCarthyism 
Ascoli found the domestic anti-Communist crusade not only irrelevant, but 
ineffective and dangerous as well. “The most striking feature of the anti-
Communist crusade at home,” he wrote, “is the awkwardness of its methods and 
the inaccuracy of its aim,” and about those conducting the crusade Ascoli had 
the following to say: “There is no Great Inquisitor among them, just run-of-the-
mill politicians, catapulted into temporary fame by a moderate knack for 
publicity, or by seniority rule. It will be difficult, when history is written, to 
label this phase of American life with the name of any one man.”35 In view of 
the fact that six months later Senator Joseph McCarthy delivered his famous 
speech at Wheeling, West Virginia, Ascoli’s comments seem less than 
prescient. They do, however, reflect the attitude that would characterize The 
Reporter’s coverage of McCarthy throughout the years of his crusade. 
The first mention of Senator McCarthy came in a short item in “The 
Reporter’s Notes” in the April 11, 1950, issue – two months after McCarthy’s 
speech at Wheeling, Virginia, in which he accused the State Department of 
housing a great number of Communists – and it immediately set the tone for 
The Reporter’s coverage of the man and his crusade. The item sketched the 
delight of a Soviet functionary in Moscow upon discovering the existence of 
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Joseph R. McCarthy, Republican Senator from Wisconsin. “That functionary, 
however,” the item concludes, “might get into trouble any day for dangerous 
thoughts that might easily have entered his mind: that freedom is wonderful for 
an enemy country – and that some of the best things that happen in Russia are 
not the result of Politburo planning.”36 
The argument that McCarthyism was actually helping the Communist 
cause frequently reappeared in The Reporter’s pages. In a January 1951 
editorial, for example, Max Ascoli claimed that “in the United States, the enemy 
does not need a particularly large Communist Party, for some of the work in his 
behalf is done by thoroughly respectable, and undoubtedly anti-Communist, 
fuzzy-minded Americans. On the spreading of that fuzziness the Communist 
leaders can pin their hopes.”37 In November 1952, H.B. David, a New York 
fiction writer, contributed a satirical view of the origins of McCarthyism, 
arguing that according to the latest news from Moscow, “the current American 
phenomenon of McCarthyism is not really American at all, but is an ancient 
tradition of Russian genius, pilfered from the Kremlin by certain spies and 
vandals from the State of Wisconsin.”38 David pointed out that “Makarti-ism,” 
as the Soviets called it, was simply the old Russian practice of flinging mud at 
all who happened to pass by, effectively employed by both Lenin, against the 
Romanovs, and Stalin, most notably against Trotsky. David concluded his 
satirical account of Soviet reactions to this American appropriation of a part of 
Russian heritage with the announcement of a new Soviet policy: “It was 
decided, finally, that what Stalin wanted was for America to go on believing in 
Makarti-ism as an American invention, and for Americans to be encouraged to 
go on practicing it as much as possible. It was something they could never do as 
well as the Communists, but it would add much to a desired confusion. To make 
certain that Americans would take Makarti-ism to their hearts, Pravda was 
instructed to publish a blistering editorial denouncing Makarti-ism as a 
diabolical American weapon.”39 
Better than any of the contributors of lengthy, in-depth articles 
published in The Reporter over the years the magazine’s satirical poet Sec 
managed to poignantly articulate The Reporter’s deep concern about 
McCarthyism and the threat it posed to American democracy: 
 
Commissar’s Prayer 
 
Now I lay me down to sleep 
I pray the lie my soul to keep; 
I pray that we may paralyze 
Our enemy with fear of spies, 
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And that their daily exhumation 
Will so preoccupy the nation 
That eyes turned back in party hate 
Will not look up until too late. 
I pray their President will stay 
Presiding over his decay 
While Senators assume his right 
To stand upon a plebiscite. 
I pray that those who cry out “Treason!” 
Will suffocate the voice of reason 
So that that land of liberty 
Has no more liberty than we. 
I pray that everything goes on 
The way it is till we have won.40 
 
Looking back on the McCarthy era at the time of The Reporter’s demise, Ascoli 
concluded: “Of those days, two things are above all to be remembered: the 
cowardice of the many, and the fact that, by not producing a single live 
Communist, McCarthy rendered a service to American Communism for which 
the country is still paying.”41 
Unlike many other liberal intellectuals at the time, Ascoli firmly 
believed that domestic Communism did not pose a serious national security 
risk. In June 1950, for example, the magazine published a thorough evaluation 
of the strength of the American Communist Party. The article, written by Claire 
Neikind, backed up The Reporter’s claim that the crusade against domestic 
Communism was uncalled for. Neikind explained in great detail how the Party’s 
membership and influence was diminishing. “It is hard to imagine,” Neikind 
commenced, “anyone believing seriously that the American Communists are on 
the threshold of power. But in the continuing blur of revelations and 
accusations, which has naturally made their influence seem larger than life size, 
almost no effort has been made to see just where, in fact, they are.”42 From the 
available evidence Neikind deduced that due to dwindling membership figures, 
a lack of response to its initiatives in the areas of labor, civil rights and 
education, and the pitiable quality of leadership, demoralization within the Party 
was acute. “Of course,” Neikind concluded, “this does not mean that the 
movement is on the road to final destruction – there will be an American 
Communist Party as long as there is a Soviet Union. It does suggest, however, 
that we might be taking over-elaborate precautions to insulate the American 
people against the party’s influence.”43 In January 1951 Neikind contributed 
another article on US Communism, in which she argued that the Communists 
                                                     
40 Sec [Marya Mannes], “Commissar’s Prayer,” The Reporter 9, no. 11 (December 22, 1953), 1. 
41 MA, “Somewhat Personal,” The Reporter’s Notes, The Reporter 38, no. 2 (January 25, 1968), 
10. 
42 Claire Neikind, “U.S. Communists – 1950,” The Reporter 2, no. 12 (June 6, 1950), 7. 
43 Ibid., 10. 
Chapter 6 – The Reporter’s Opposition to McCarthy 
 
215 
did not count on coming to power by revolution or popular acceptance, but by 
the military victory of Soviet armies. Neikind described how the Communist 
Party had gone underground, waiting for the Soviets to win World War III. 
Americans, in other words, should fear the spread of international Communism, 
not the domestic variety.44 
The Reporter’s coverage of the controversial trials of Alger Hiss and of 
Julius and Ethel Rosenberg is illustrative of the magazine’s position on the 
connection between Soviet espionage and domestic Communism. Alger Hiss 
was a prominent State Department official – he served as one of President 
Franklin D. Roosevelt’s advisers at Yalta and as the US representative at the 
1945 United Nations Conference in San Francisco – who was accused in 1948 
of being a Communist as well as a Soviet spy.45 The Hiss trial and his ultimate 
conviction in 1950 – for perjury, not for espionage, on which the statute of 
limitations had elapsed – led many liberal intellectuals to conclude that, as 
Richard Pells put it, “the radicalism of the Depression years had been 
corrupted.”46 Denouncing their own radical pasts, most liberals were convinced 
of Hiss’ guilt.47 The Reporter, however, drew a very different conclusion: “It 
hasn’t much to do with perjury or even with the defendant,” Max Ascoli and 
Robert K. Bingham wrote; “at the bar of public passion the ghosts of the New 
Deal are on trial.”48 This was an interpretation that would gain general 
acceptance in later years. At the time, however, most liberal intellectuals were 
primarily concerned with Hiss’ guilt or innocence and viewed Hiss’ conviction 
as proof of Communist infiltration in the high echelons of the State Department. 
Regardless of whether Hiss was actually guilty, Ascoli and Bingham argued, 
justice had not been served: 
The ritual of justice cannot be exposed to tests like this one. The 
trial of law is designed to settle individual cases and is always 
centered on the individual who is to be proved innocent or guilty. 
It can never try a crowd or a mob. It cannot work when the aroused 
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imagination or the passion of the crowd overflows in the court. 
Justice, the blindfolded goddess, cannot be exposed to the 
bellowing of the mob.49 
This was, however, exactly the form the high-profile trials of the McCarthy era 
would take from then on. The trial of Julius and Ethel Rosenberg – who were 
convicted, in 1951, for passing information on the creation of America’s atom 
bomb on to the Soviets and were executed in 1953 – forms a prominent 
example. For two years this highly-publicized trial made headlines around the 
country. The Reporter, however, published only one brief piece about the 
couple’s trial, conviction, and execution. Much like the other liberal journals of 
opinion, The Reporter was convinced of the Rosenberg’s guilt.50 “The 
Rosenbergs,” The Reporter pointed out, “had a meticulously fair trial under the 
full and exhaustive processes of our law. That is why the nation has a clear 
conscience as it envisages the lamentable fate of this couple.”51 The Reporter 
thus emphasized that this was a matter that concerned only the judicial branch 
of government. Still, it seems that a magazine like The Reporter should have at 
least put the trial in the context of the threat posed by domestic Communism, in 
the context of McCarthyism, and in the context of the Cold War. Did The 
Reporter’s editors feel that the trial was already receiving too much press and 
that there was nothing The Reporter could add to that coverage? Or did they 
intentionally downplay the trial because they did not want to draw attention to 
the larger implications of the Rosenbergs’ conviction?52 
It was not until 1953, when physicist J. Robert Oppenheimer – who had 
been in charge of the construction of the atom bomb during World War II and 
later held an influential position on the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) – 
was investigated by his employer and lost his security clearance due to his 
radical past, that liberals began to abandon their staunch belief in Communist 
infiltration. Until then, Richard Pells has pointed out, “most of the blacklistees 
were victims of reactionary congressmen, self-appointed vigilantes, university 
trustees, state boards of education, studio and network chiefs. Oppenheimer’s 
banishment was instigated by the executive branch of the federal government – 
the very institution the intellectuals had fancied as their staunchest ally.” Pells 
has referred to the persecution of Oppenheimer as a catalyst. Oppenheimer had, 
in fact, not done anything different than other liberal intellectuals, many of 
whom had also harbored Communist sympathies during the 1930s. “If the 
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government could turn against him regardless of his ‘innocence,’ his 
achievements, or his respectability, then no one was safe. For many 
intellectuals,” Pells pointed out, “the trials and hearings had finally come too 
close to home.”53 This was something The Reporter had been aware of all along. 
“How low can we sink?” Ascoli wondered in an editorial comment on the 
Oppenheimer case. The country’s prestige abroad, Ascoli argued, was at an all-
time low. “The hope never dies,” he noted, “that the bottom has been reached. 
Then something happens, like the case of Robert Oppenheimer.”54 It was not 
McCarthy, Ascoli concluded, who posed a danger to American democracy: 
“The danger to our country is of a tyranny without a tyrant – an ever-mounting, 
impersonal, thoughtless oppression. There is no Mein Kampf lying around ready 
to be translated into law. But the facts are piling up, the habits are being 
established, and they all point the same way: to a stultifying debasement of 
national standards.”55 The Reporter continued to defend Oppenheimer, even 
after he had lost his security clearance and his job with the AEC. In January 
1955 the magazine published excerpts from Oppenheimer’s address at 
Columbia University’s bicentennial celebration and in May of that year the 
magazine was pleased to report that after having been banned from lecturing at 
the University of Washington, Oppenheimer had been invited to speak at the 
University of Oregon, where he was welcomed by large, enthusiastic crowds.56 
Behind and Beyond McCarthy 
In June 1950, The Reporter was the first magazine to devote an entire issue to 
McCarthyism. In its June 6th issue – entitled “Behind and Beyond McCarthy” – 
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The Reporter aimed to “dig out and present the historical background” of 
McCarthyism, and to “bring out the deeper meaning of this campaign aside 
from the current and personal factor of McCarthy.” This, the magazine’s editors 
believed, was “the responsibility of the press.”57 
In a 1971 interview Robert Bingham – a staff writer at the time of the 
McCarthy issue – described how The Reporter came to be “respectably early” in 
its opposition to the junior Senator from Wisconsin.58 Bingham recalled a staff 
meeting, held shortly after McCarthy’s Wheeling speech, at which Ascoli spoke 
out against the rising tide of domestic anti-Communist hysteria: 
Ascoli said, ‘This is a terrible and important thing that we have to 
do something about.’ And there were people then on the staff who 
said, ‘Well, yes, it’s bad, but you know … it’s only some jerk from 
Wisconsin. It’s not a big thing. Let’s not get too excited about it’ 
and so on. And I clearly remember Ascoli being very insistent in 
the court – if I call it that instead of the staff – where not 
everybody felt he was not right to be so excited as he was. And I 
give him full credit for that. He said that he’d seen things like this 
in Italy, and the pattern was all too familiar to him.59 
Ascoli himself explained his opposition to McCarthy as “a revolt of conscience, 
justified by some reason and by some conception of history,” likening it to his 
reaction to the rise of Fascism in Italy:  
When I knew that there was a guy, a Senator from Wisconsin – I 
knew damn little about him – but I knew that in Wheeling, W. Va. 
he had said that he had in his pocket the evidence of I don’t know 
how many – 250 – card-carrying members of the Communist 
Party, … and when that obscene group of Cohn and Schine 
[McCarthy’s assistants on his Permanent Subcommittee on 
Investigations] started running around the country, and when I saw 
that the leading publications of the country were frightened – the 
New York Times was very well-behaved … Then I said – I 
remember we were preparing an issue on education, and ten days 
before closing – it threw everybody for a loop – I said, ‘throw out 
education. Let’s write about this man and the victims he has made. 
I … want to know more about all those people. But the danger has 
to be denounced.60 
Looking back, in later years, on The Reporter’s nineteen-year existence, Max 
Ascoli was very proud of his early and vocal opposition to McCarthy. In his 
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final editorial, “Farewell to Our Readers,” McCarthyism was one of only four 
topics Ascoli highlighted to illustrate that The Reporter had always remained 
faithful to its special assignment of making freedom operational, and in 1971 
Ascoli told Martin Doudna that out of many theme-issues published over the 
years, he was particularly proud of the June 6, 1950 issue on Joseph 
McCarthy.61 
The McCarthy issue included a number of background articles 
elaborating on such topics as the role of the press in McCarthy’s campaign, 
European reactions to McCarthyism, and an evaluation of the strength of the 
American Communist Party. All of these articles underscored The Reporter’s 
claim that the domestic Communists McCarthy was fighting were figments of 
his imagination. What worried The Reporter was the willingness of such a large 
segment of the American electorate to go along with the hysteria and the lack of 
criticism from the press and the Republican Party. Max Ascoli opened the issue 
with an appeal to the Republican Party leadership to denounce McCarthy as 
soon as possible and focus on national unity instead. “Nothing is easier,” Ascoli 
wrote, “than to become hysterical about hysteria. It takes more than Joseph 
McCarthy to subvert America and destroy its liberties.”62 
The McCarthyism issue drew extensive response from The Reporter’s 
readers, including a number of prominent politicians. “The President has asked 
me to thank you for the copy of The Reporter you sent him containing the 
McCarthy roundup,” Truman’s Press Secretary Charles G. Ross wrote. “He told 
me this morning that he had read this from beginning to end and thought it a 
very fine presentation of the case.”63 Senator Herbert H. Lehman (Democrat, 
New York) complimented The Reporter on its “stimulating and thought-
provoking articles,” and Representative Jacob K. Javits (Republican, New 
York) wrote: “Reform in the Republican Party to establish a policy of feasible 
alternatives and expanded opportunity is critically important to the whole 
country. I hope that as the situation develops in the years 1951-1952, The 
Reporter, by its implementation and exposition of these ideas, might indeed 
become a ‘bible’ for the progressive elements in the Republican Party.”64 High 
praise also came from fellow journalists. Norman Cousins, editor of the 
Saturday Review of Literature, wrote: “The June 6 number is outstanding in 
every way: in conception, execution, impact. You are giving to magazine 
journalism the quality of public service the American people … desire but are 
not, generally speaking, receiving.”65 
                                                     
61 The other topics Ascoli mentioned in his farewell editorial were the China Lobby, the Berlin 
Wall, and democracy. MA, “Farewell to Our Readers,” The Reporter 38, no. 12 (June 13, 1968), 
18; MA to Marin Doudna, TLS, 23 April 1971, box 214, MAC. 
62 MA, “The G.O.P.’s Choice,” The Reporter 2, no. 12 (June 6, 1950), 4. 
63 Charles G. Ross, letter to the editor, The Reporter 3, no. 1 (July 4, 1950), 2. 
64 Senator Herbert H. Lehman, letter to the editor, The Reporter 3, no. 1 (July 4, 1950), 2; 
Representative Jacob K. Javits, letter to the editor, The Reporter 3, no. 1 (July 4, 1950), 2. 
65 Norman Cousins, letter to the editor, The Reporter 3, no. 1 (July 4, 1950), 2. 
Part II – The Reporter – A Magazine of Causes 
 
220 
Many of the topics explored in the McCarthy issue became recurrent 
themes in The Reporter’s subsequent coverage of McCarthyism. As always, The 
Reporter’s writers and editors tried to provide their readers with detailed 
background information about the phenomenon, assessing its impact on 
American society. The Reporter repeatedly warned its readers about the 
inherent dangers of McCarthyism and tried to focus attention on the victims of 
the anti-Communist crusade and curtailment of civil liberties. At the same time, 
the magazine also tried to neutralize the phenomenon by putting the events of 
the day in their proper historical context – pointing out that this was not the first 
anti-Communist and anti-intellectual crusade the American democratic system 
had undergone and survived.66 The Reporter also tried to put McCarthyism in 
its proper international context, substantiating the argument put forward by Max 
Ascoli in his editorials, that the far more pressing fight against international 
Communism should take precedence over an internal witch-hunt aimed mainly 
at ghosts of an era long past. And finally, The Reporter’s writers and editors 
tried to expose McCarthy for the lying, scheming, cynical charlatan he really 
was, ridiculing him every chance they got. 
Throughout the McCarthy era, The Reporter’s attitude was one of 
disbelief that this publicity-seeking imposter managed to strike such a 
responsive chord with such a great number of Americans. Although The 
Reporter’s editors and writers did not believe that he himself posed a serious 
threat to American freedom and democracy, they were convinced that the mass 
hysteria he gave rise to, and the prevailing attitude of compliance among the 
nation’s intellectual and political leaders certainly did. This critical and 
somewhat pessimistic view of the American people was characteristic of the 
magazine. Although Max Ascoli saw the American people as the foundation of 
American democracy, he felt that Americans did not take their responsibility as 
citizens seriously enough. Ascoli was concerned that the American people were 
too vulnerable to demagoguery and too willing to accept anything they read in 
the daily newspapers. He was convinced that in order to adequately participate 
in the democratic process the American people needed to be better-informed, 
which is exactly why he founded The Reporter. 
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McCarthyism and Foreign Affairs 
One of the themes The Reporter frequently returned to was the way 
McCarthyism affected the United States’ image abroad. Ever since its founding, 
The Reporter had operated from the conviction that nations around the world 
could benefit greatly from the United States’ shining example, but now 
McCarthyism was casting doubt on this conviction. What kind of an example 
was the United States setting? The Reporter’s editors worried that McCarthyism 
– with its obvious similarities to European Fascism – might alienate America’s 
European allies and play into the hands of Soviet propaganda. The magazine 
thus reflected the State Department’s biggest concern. 
In June 1950 Jean-Jacques Servan-Schreiber, The Reporter’s European 
correspondent, noted that Europeans were becoming more and more confused 
about the objectives of American domestic and foreign policy. European 
intellectuals, he pointed out, were increasingly turning to neutralism, 
characterizing the United States as “unreliable,” “hysterical,” and just as 
uncivilized and threatening to the “‘superior European way of life’” as the 
Soviet Union. European policymakers feared that the United States might 
demand that its European allies follow its lead by outlawing their Communist 
parties. They also feared that in addition to Communism, the Americans would 
want to outlaw socialism as well. “Obviously,” Servan-Schreiber wrote, “this 
sort of black-or-white ultimatum is absolutely unacceptable to such 
postcapitalist societies as those of the western European countries. They are 
usually at least half-socialist already.”67 He argued that in order to dispel these 
European fears and unite the United States and Europe in their common fight 
against international Communism, there was an urgent need for mutual 
understanding. 
By 1953, however, the situation had not changed. Upon returning from 
one of his frequent trips to Europe, Max Ascoli noted that: “People abroad have 
an exaggerated notion of that peculiar American distemper which, for lack of a 
better name, is called McCarthyism. This applies particularly to those countries 
that have known fascism: They have such ingrained horror of that plague that 
they cannot help being frightened when they see its early symptoms in the 
leading nation of the West. Many a visiting American has been asked by Italian 
or German friends whether he has a ‘safe address’ or a ‘good place to hide.’”68 
These European friends, Ascoli argued, needed to be made aware that there 
were many Americans who were doing everything they could to counteract the 
menace of McCarthyism. 
In a 1954 article, Senator Fulbright – one of the most influential 
members of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, and an early and avid 
opponent of McCarthy in the Senate – turned to The Reporter as a platform to 
express his concern about the confusion and anxiety McCarthyism was 
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spreading among America’s European allies.69 “While it has been abundantly 
clear to our European friends for some time that we hate Communism and 
appreciate its dangers,” Fulbright wrote, “it is not so clear to them that we have 
an equal abhorrence of fascism.” Europeans, he argued, feared Fascism even 
more than they did Communism, and with good reason. “They saw it rise to its 
own terrible climax on the wings of anti-Communism. And when Europe was 
plunged into war it was the Fascist, not the Communist, oppression they 
experienced.” Looking at what was happening in the United States, Europeans 
saw many parallels between McCarthyism and European Fascism: 
They have seen hysteria about Communist infiltration, and 
demagogues capitalizing on it. They have seen us adopting some 
of the trappings of the police state. They have heard accusations 
that our churches and schools are infiltrated, as well as our Army, 
foreign service, and Information Agency. They have heard about 
books burned. They have heard a political party – in charge of a 
government which for twenty years maintained the friendliest 
relations with them and which liberated them – accused of treason. 
They have heard the author of the doctrine that drew the line on 
Communist aggression similarly accused. And they have heard the 
same of the author of the plan that saved them from economic ruin. 
In short, some of them have come to see in us a hysteria, a 
madness of fear and frustration whose only logical terminus is an 
atomic-hydrogen holocaust. 
Like Ascoli, Fulbright argued that European bewilderment was augmented by a 
lack of American reassurance. American politicians were doing nothing to 
restore European faith in the stability of the American people and their 
institutions. Although Fulbright doubted that the majority of Europeans really 
believed that Fascism was taking hold of the United States, he did argue that 
“there are many who are becoming more and more doubtful of our ability to 
govern ourselves in a sane and tolerable way, much less to lead the democratic 
world and serve as a beacon of light to guide the new and uncommitted 
nations.”70 
Although the fear of alienating European allies was ever-present in The 
Reporter’s pages, it reached an unprecedented peak with the 1953 European 
tour of McCarthy’s assistants Roy Cohn and David Schine. The two had been 
dispatched by McCarthy to investigate the collections of the United States 
Information Agency (USIA) libraries in seven European countries, as part of 
McCarthy’s continuing crusade against the State Department. Like the Voice of 
America (VOA) the overseas libraries played an important role in Cold War 
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propaganda, providing foreigners with a an understanding of American life, 
American institutions, and American culture. The Reporter itself was also 
shipped to these libraries. In fact, threatening its removal from the USIA 
libraries was one of the ways in which McCarthy tried to intimidate the 
magazine’s editors.71 
Despite their claim that the overseas libraries held thirty thousand books 
by Communists, pro-Communist, former Communists, and anti-anti-
Communists, Cohn and Schine managed to find only eighteen books written by 
alleged Communists and seventy-eight written by people who had refused to 
cooperate with the House Committee on Un-American Activities.72 In an effort 
to divert further investigations, the State Department subsequently ordered all 
USIA missions to remove all books by Jean-Paul Sartre, W.E.B. Dubois, 
Langston Hughes, Dashiell Hammett, Sigmund Freud, and Herman Melville, as 
well as Albert Einstein’s Theory of Relativity, Thomas Mann’s The Magic 
Mountain, and Henry David Thoreau’s essay on “Civil Disobedience.”73 The 
European press was quick to draw analogies to censorship and book burnings in 
the Soviet Union and Nazi Germany. Theodore Kaghan – deputy director of the 
public affairs division of the US High Commission for Germany (HICOG) – 
pointed out that in Germany especially “the press of the Left, Right, and Center 
and radio commentators of all stripes” characterized Cohn and Schine as “living 
proof of the fact that the evils of the police state were as present in the United 
States in 1953 as they had been in Germany in 1933.”74 Although Europeans 
had been aware of McCarthyism for some time, it had seemed a far-away 
American phenomenon, and the extent of the intimidation, paranoia, and 
pervasiveness of the McCarthyist witch hunts and their effect on American 
society had been underestimated. With the arrival of Cohn and Schine, 
McCarthyism came to Europe and the European press was able to observe its 
methods up close. “McCarthyism hit Europe with a loud and echoing bang,” 
Kaghan concluded. “Overnight what had been a curious American domestic 
phenomenon became a matter of considerable political moment in Europe. 
Paris, Bonn, Vienna, Rome, Athens, Belgrade, and London stared in fascination 
at what appeared to be the American manifestation of a political monster 
supposedly destroyed in Europe.”75 
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In addition to the severe blow to American prestige in Europe, Cohn 
and Schine’s European tour also wrought havoc with the American Foreign 
Service and the agencies responsible for American propaganda in Europe. In 
general, McCarthy’s investigations instigated fear and panic in government 
servants at home and abroad, thus paralyzing many government agencies. 
The Purgers and the Purged 
The Reporter served as a platform for the internationalists at the State 
Department, who had been immobilized by McCarthy’s attacks. In July 1953 
the magazine published a special theme issue – entitled “The Purgers and the 
Purged” – devoted to the way McCarthyism wreaked havoc on the lives of 
individual victims, American institutions both at home and abroad, and the 
execution of American foreign policy. “In this issue,” the editors wrote, “we 
place some of the aspects of McCarthyism under a magnifying glass so that our 
readers may see developments and implications that escape the naked eye.” 
Beside Richard Rovere’s article about Cohn and Schine’s trip to Europe, the 
issue featured a personal account by Theodore Kaghan, a recent victim of 
McCarthy’s Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations. “So many men have 
suffered because of McCarthyism,” the editors wrote in their introduction, “that 
it is difficult for the citizen to realize what it means in human and personal 
terms to the individual victim.”76 Such personification is a tried and tested 
journalistic device, designed to draw the reader in. In this particular case it also 
served the purpose of underscoring The Reporter’s contention that 
McCarthyism primarily affected innocent people. 
Kaghan’s account illustrates the way in which unfounded, slanderous 
accusations began to lead a life of their own and, combined with the State 
Department’s fearfulness of a direct confrontation with McCarthy, led to his 
unwilling resignation as deputy director of the public affairs division of 
HICOG.77 Kaghan found that no one – not his superiors, not Roy Cohn and 
David Schine, nor McCarthy himself – was willing to listen as he tried to 
explain his situation, the valuable work he was doing in Germany, arguing that 
the accusations were obviously false. During the period of two months between 
the first mention of his name at one of McCarthy’s hearings, and his resignation 
from the Foreign Service, the State Department had not once spoken up for its 
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employee, or even sent him instructions on how to act under such 
circumstances, allowing the situation to deteriorate until a denial, and even a 
full-out rehabilitation could no longer salvage Kaghan’s good name, which had 
been linked to the terms “Communistically inclined” and “security risk” over 
and over again in the press. When Kaghan was finally called to appear before 
McCarthy’s subcommittee, he found that McCarthy and his aides asked 
questions adorned with “sticky insinuations that honest answers couldn’t scrape 
off fast enough,” and that his record of anti-Communist activities in Germany 
did not seem to impress any of them.78 Instead, they focused solely on his 
alleged involvement with the Communist Party during the 1930s, questions 
which seemed not only irrelevant, but which Kaghan had already answered 
before the State Department’s loyalty security board upon entering the Foreign 
Service. At the time, his answers had not affected his security clearance. 
In his article, Kaghan captured the reigning atmosphere of fear and 
paranoia in the State Department. Having spent the previous years in Germany, 
Kaghan did not at once grasp the seriousness of the situation. At first he thought 
the State Department would clear everything up – his record, he figured, spoke 
for itself – and the whole thing would blow over in a couple of days. Even after 
his superiors had let him down in this regard, he still believed he could salvage 
his reputation, but after his first appearance before McCarthy’s committee, 
Kaghan finally “began to get the full flavor of the atmosphere in the State 
Department. My telephone conversations, usually overheard by several people 
in or near my office, invariably brought the urgent admonition: ‘You ought to 
be more careful. The phones are tapped, you know.’”79 State Department 
employees, Kaghan noted, were afraid to talk on the phone, which might be 
tapped, afraid to talk in any government office, which might be wired; they 
were even afraid to talk at staff meetings. “I saw several friends in high and low 
places in the Department resign quietly. There was nothing about these people 
in the newspapers. They just resigned in despair, and their despair 
communicated itself to others who would soon be resigning and who would 
take with them the kind of experience only years of hard work could give.”80 
The realization that fear and paranoia had overtaken the State Department made 
Kaghan want to resign himself, but he would not give McCarthy the satisfaction 
of being able to announce that yet another treasonable State Department 
                                                     
78 Kaghan, “The McCarthyization Of Theodore Kaghan,” 22. 
79 Ibid. 
80 Ibid., 23. This same issue on “The Purgers and the Purged” also included two articles 
delineating the devastating effects of McCarthy’s attacks on the US information and propaganda 
agencies, in particular the Voice of America (VOA): Philip Horton, “Voices Within the Voice,” 
The Reporter 9, no. 2 (July 21, 1953), 25-29 and Raymond Swing, “V.O.A. – a Survey of the 
Wreckage,” The Reporter 9, no. 2 (July 21, 1953), 30-33. As we will see in Chapter 9 
(Propaganda, Policy, and Covert Operations), the magazine’s defense of the VOA should be seen 
in the light of partisan struggle underlying McCarthyism. Aligned with the Truman administration 
and the State Department, The Reporter played an active role in this struggle. 
Part II – The Reporter – A Magazine of Causes 
 
226 
employee had resigned under fire. In the end, his superiors made the decision 
for him; as soon as the hearings were over Kaghan was ordered to resign.81 
The Reporter under Attack 
As a result of its vocal criticism of McCarthyism, The Reporter frequently came 
under attack from Senators closely aligned with McCarthy and, eventually, from 
McCarthy himself. One of the first such attacks occurred in 1951, as a result of 
The Reporter’s vehement protests against the Internal Security Act of 1950. 
Also known as the McCarran Act, this bill required the registration of 
Communist organizations, set up a subversive activities control board to 
investigate those involved in un-American activities, and allowed for the 
detention of subversive persons in times of war or an internal security 
emergency. President Truman, who felt it posed a great threat to civil liberties, 
vetoed the bill, but saw his veto overridden by Congress. 
Worried about the precedence national security seemed to be taking 
over civil liberties, especially after the outbreak of the Korean War, The 
Reporter questioned the constitutionality of the McCarran Act. How could 
registration be required if the actual membership of the Communist Party was 
not a crime? And if such membership was considered a crime, how could 
Congress disregard the Communists’ constitutional privilege not to incriminate 
themselves? Similarly, the internment provisions entailed imprisoning people 
not for a crime they had committed, but for a crime they might commit.82 In 
addition to being concerned about the constitutionality of the act and the threat 
it posed to American civil liberties, The Reporter was also concerned about the 
disproportionate power Senator McCarran and his Internal Security 
Subcommittee had amassed in the process. In an August 1951 article entitled 
“McCarran’s Monopoly,” Alan Barth, an editorial writer for the Washington 
Post, argued that “the McCarran group conceives of itself as having, like the 
House Committee on Un-American Activities, a roving assignment to explore 
and expose whatever may seem to it to be subversive.” McCarran’s 
subcommittee, Barth warned, could “inflict terrible injuries upon those who 
incur its disfavor,” especially if it chose “to act upon irresponsible accusations 
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by dubious witnesses, and to publicize them under the protection of 
Congressional immunity,” a technique copied from Senator McCarthy.83 
Senator McCarran struck back almost immediately, opposing the 
inclusion of The Reporter among magazines sent to American embassies and 
information centers overseas in a closed session of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee, and later on the Senate floor. McCarran “objected to the use of 
taxpayers’ money to send publications abroad which show ‘how we quarrel 
among ourselves,’” and proposed a $22-million cut in funding for the State 
Department information program. Other Senators pointed out that suppressing 
criticism of government officials was the Soviet, not the American way, and 
that no questions had ever been raised about magazines such as Life and Time, 
which routinely advocated the dismissal of Secretary of State Dean Acheson. 
Despite such comments, however, the State Department hastily withdrew the 
issue which included “McCarran’s Monopoly” from overseas distribution.84 The 
Senate voted against McCarran’s proposal, but this would not be the last time 
The Reporter was attacked on the Senate floor. During the early 1950s a number 
of Republican senators, all of them closely associated with McCarthy’s 
campaign against un-American activities in general and the Truman 
administration in particular, lashed out at The Reporter and were, in turn, 
fiercely criticized in the magazine’s pages. 
In October 1950 Senator Knowland of California, one of the key figures 
of the China Lobby, attacked The Reporter for defending Communist China, 
and criticized the State Department for sending copies of a magazine “loaded” 
with criticism of Chiang Kai-shek and his Nationalist government to US 
consulates and missions in the Far East. Senator Knowland’s statement was a 
response to The Reporter’s position on the recognition of Communist China.85 
As we will see in Chapter 8 (Shaping Cold War Mentality), the magazine’s 
stance on Communist China was much more complex than Senator Knowland 
made it out to be. “The Reporter,” Max Ascoli pointed out in a reaction to 
Senator Knowland’s allegations, “pleads guilty to only one thing. In 
investigating and reporting on life in Red China, we managed to secure the 
cooperation of some well informed writers and failed to consult the China 
Lobby. This, according to Senator Knowland, is being pro-Red.”86 
McCarthy himself soon joined the attack, accusing The Reporter of 
“religiously” following the Communist Party line, and linking it directly to the 
State Department. In a statement on KHJ, a Los Angeles radio station, 
McCarthy stated that The Reporter “demands that we recognize Communist 
China – that we not help Formosa. And who do you think is supporting that 
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magazine? Under the direct orders of Dean Gooderham Acheson, it is must 
reading for all foreign service officers.”87 
Remarkably, instead of backing down, Max Ascoli made it clear that he 
did not fear McCarthy’s attacks. He even seriously considered suing McCarthy 
for libel. His lawyers contacted the radio station which had broadcast 
McCarthy’s statement, demanding that they broadcast a retraction. McCarthy 
made it clear, however, that if the radio station agreed to do so, he would make 
life very difficult for all those concerned. Ascoli was eventually advised by his 
lawyers not to pursue a libel action, because doing so might well result in more 
damage to The Reporter than had been suffered so far.88 As we have seen in 
Chapter 5 (The Reporter’s Investigative Journalism), The Reporter struck back 
by actively cooperating with the Truman administration in an in-depth 
investigation of the China Lobby. In its exposé on the China Lobby, The 
Reporter attacked a number of Republican senators who had condemned the 
magazine during the previous years. 
Another example of Ascoli’s defiant attitude is the fact that he enlisted 
Theodore H. White as a regular contributor in the fall of 1950. At the time, 
White was a controversial figure. He had served as Far East correspondent and 
head of Time’s China bureau from 1939 till 1945. While stationed in China, 
White had endured censorship and distortion of his work at the hands of Henry 
Luce and in his best-selling book Thunder Out of China (1946) he tried to set 
the record straight, warning against the ineptitude and corruption of the Chiang 
Kai-shek regime and urging the United States to adopt a neutral stance in the 
Chinese civil war.89 During the early 1950s, when McCarthy used the loss of 
China as one of his most important trumps in attacking government officials, 
intellectuals, and journalists, White’s past views on China were very 
controversial. In 1953 McCarthy’s assistants Cohn and Schine tried to ban 
Thunder Out of China from European USIA libraries. Although their attempt 
failed because White’s influential friends – including President Eisenhower – 
jumped in to defend him, editors were very hesitant to publish his articles. 
Ascoli was one of only two editors who did not hesitate to publish White’s 
political pieces under his own name.90 In its July 1953 issue “The Purgers and 
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the Purged,” on the tactics of the McCarthyist witchhunt, The Reporter 
published the following announcement to its readers: 
We at The Reporter are singularly unwilling to allow 
McCarthyism to decide what organizations or causes we shall 
defend … . Our European Correspondent, Theodore White, is 
among those whose books the State Department is reported to have 
banished from American libraries overseas. The presence of his 
name on that list brought home to us the despicable, unpratriotic 
asininity of the whole book-burning spree. Thunder Out of 
China is the banished book … . We wanted to reread this book 
and once more we realized what a superb reporter White is. 
Already in 1946 he saw that our unconditional support of the 
Chiang regime would not save China but would bring a political 
disaster in which our nation would be inextricably involved. He 
was not fooled by Mao’s proclaimed democracy; he correctly 
appraised Mao’s strength although he did not imagine Mao would 
win so soon. If the men who made our policy in China had shared 
White’s keen understanding, China might not have been lost to 
Communism. If China had not been lost, McCarthy’s work would 
not have been so easy. We say to White: ‘Good man, Teddy. We 
are proud you are with us.’91 
White in turn was proud of the work he did for The Reporter. In his 1978 
memoir In Search of History, he referred to Ascoli as a man of great courage, 
who did not care “a pinch of powder for McCarthy’s threats, and continued to 
publish me on politics.”92 
After the appearance of “The Purgers and the Purged” McCarthy once 
again turned his attention to The Reporter, using the magazine as an 
incriminating device in his cross-examinations. The magazine was added to a 
list used in government loyalty investigations and lie-detector tests. Those 
subjected to the tests – State Department employees in particular – were asked 
whether they or their friends read The Reporter. Instead of criticizing a specific 
Reporter issue or article, McCarthy used one of his favorite methods of 
vilification: guilt by association. During one of the hearings of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee, which was to decide on the appropriations for 
magazine purchases for the State Department’s overseas libraries, McCarthy 
posed the following questions to the director of the State Department Library 
Program:  
 
Senator McCarthy: Who determines what magazines will be 
purchased for the information program? 
Mr. Humphrey: The Magazines are requested by the field officers. 
We check to see whether they are magazines which we regard as 
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suitable for the service. We check that in Washington and place 
the orders here in the United States. 
Senator McCarthy: What about a magazine like The Reporter? 
Mr. Humphrey: We buy that. We have a cross section of 
magazines in these libraries overseas. 
Senator McCarthy: Are you aware of the statements made on the 
Senate floor by Senator McCarran and Senator Mundt about the 
Reporter magazine? 
Mr. Humphrey: You mean a couple of years ago in the 
appropriations hearings? 
Senator McCarthy: Yes. 
Mr. Humphrey: Yes, I have heard of that. 
Senator McCarthy: They labeled it as a Communist or pro-
Communist publication. 
Mr. Humphrey: I wasn't aware they labeled it that. 
Senator McCarthy: You said you were aware of their testimony. 
What are you aware of? 
Mr. Humphrey: I understood there was some discussion about an 
article in the Reporter which was attacking one of the Senators, but 
I didn't know the magazine was labeled as a pro-Communist 
magazine. 
Senator McCarthy: Do you read it? 
Mr. Humphrey: I have read it. 
Senator McCarthy: Can you say whether it is pro-Communist or 
not? 
Mr. Humphrey: I do not believe it is pro-Communist. 
 
Senators Knowland and McCarran had never directly referred to The Reporter 
as a pro-Communist magazine, but McCarthy had now firmly established this 
label, fully aware that journalists would now be able to report that Senator 
McCarthy had cited The Reporter as “notoriously pro-Communist.”93 
McCarthy’s tactics resulted in great deal of confusion among Reporter 
readers and potential Reporter readers about the magazine’s political and 
ideological outlook. There were recurrent rumors that The Reporter was about 
to fold, and that the magazine was listed in the “Guide to Subversive 
Organizations and Publications” issued by the Committee on Un-American 
Activities of the House of Representatives (HUAC).94 Despite denials by 
HUAC officials – the Reporter magazine that was listed in their files was 
actually the publication of the National Council of American-Soviet Friendship 
– these charges of pro-Communism continued to resurface throughout the 
1950s.95 As late as 1961 – when The Reporter exposed the role HUAC had 
played in producing Operation Abolition, an ostensibly impartial documentary, 
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which distorted the facts, trying to prove that student protests against HUAC 
hearings in San Francisco had been Communist-inspired – the magazine was 
still being accused of serving as a Communist front.96 
It is astonishing that The Reporter survived these repeated attacks and 
that none of its editors were ever called before McCarthy’s Senate Permanent 
Subcommittee on Investigations. At a time when McCarthy’s power to ruin 
reputations and lives was widely feared Ascoli even considered suing him for 
libel. Although the FBI composed extensive files on The Reporter, Max Ascoli 
and Philip Horton, the materials included primarily consisted of Reporter 
articles and summaries of those articles and materials lifted from the security 
investigations to which both Ascoli and Horton had been subjected when they 
entered government service at the beginning of World War II. Despite repeated 
threats, the FBI never actually launched a more detailed investigation.97 This 
can only be attributed to the fact that The Reporter had very powerful friends. 
As we have seen in this and the previous chapter, the State Department formed 
an important ally, but had itself been rendered immobile by McCarthy’s attacks. 
As we will see in Chapter 9 (Propaganda, Policy, and Covert Operations), The 
Reporter’s most powerful friends could be found at another government agency: 
the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA). 
Smear and Counter Smear 
The most vehement attack on The Reporter came from yet another Republican 
who was closely aligned with McCarthy: Senator Styles Bridges of New 
Hampshire. This particular incident not only illustrates the powerful forces 
countering The Reporter at the height of McCarthyism, it demonstrates that 
there were powerful forces backing the magazine as well. It also clearly shows 
that the magazine’s tactics were not as impartial and objective as its editors 
would like us to believe. 
Senator Bridges attacked The Reporter after the magazine published an 
in-depth investigation by Douglass Cater, entitled “Senator Styles Bridges and 
His Far-flung Constituents.” The article, which appeared in July 1954, did not 
portray Senator Bridges in a very favorable light. In fact, Cater accused Bridges 
of misusing his political influence for questionable purposes. The article was 
part of a very deliberate campaign to expose corruption and misconduct on the 
part of the very Senators who had tried to do the same to the Truman 
administration. This particular article – in which Cater referred to Bridges as “a 
manipulator of political influence,” pointing out that “such a man must pursue 
hidden paths, conduct his negotiations in inner rooms, speak in the halftones of 
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suasion and threat” – was timed to appear shortly before the Senator from New 
Hampshire was up for re-election.98 
Naturally, Senator Bridges was not at all pleased with Cater’s article. 
On August 19, 1954 he responded by fiercely attacking the magazine and its 
staff on the Senate floor.99 Bridges referred to the article as “one of the most 
vicious smears ever directed at a man in public life.”100 Although he accepted 
exposure to attacks from the media as part of his job, Bridges argued: “When 
these attacks are not limited to an individual Senator, and we find the same 
source attacking, one after another, leading Members of this Senate, as well as 
other outstanding American leaders of both parties, I believe we should look 
into the methods and motives of those who make the attack.”101 
Senator Bridges went on to take a closer look at The Reporter, its 
editors, and its staff members, questioning the magazine’s journalistic integrity. 
He described The Reporter as a “journalistic disgrace,” which availed itself of 
the technique of “smear and vicious attack.”102 Bridges pointed to the campaign 
The Reporter raised against him in New Hampshire; the advance copies, the 
press releases, the newspaper-ads, and the additional copies printed to be 
distributed in his home state, arguing that the cost of this campaign exceeded by 
far any profit the magazine could possibly hope for. Thanks to extensive 
background information provided by the FBI, Bridges was able to add that The 
Reporter operated at an annual loss of $200,000 to $250,000. In other words, 
Bridges argued, it “is merely an organ for the promotion of causes and not a 
magazine legitimately devoted to honest journalism with a healthy regard for 
profit-and-loss statements.”103 
The Senator proceeded to attack some of the individual members of The 
Reporter’s staff. “The files of various congressional committees dealing with 
loyalty and un-American activities bulge with interesting facts about this cast of 
characters,” Bridges stated.104 Drawing, once again, on material provided by the 
FBI, Bridges accused a number of Reporter staff members of harboring 
Communist sympathies. He attacked Douglass Cater, Philip Horton, Theodore 
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White, and Harlan Cleveland for their un-American tendencies and accused 
Max Ascoli of ungratefulness toward his new country and of actively 
undermining American democracy and the American political system.  
The Reporter’s FBI-file shows that Senator Bridges was aware that The 
Reporter had been preparing an exposé on him, and that he requested the FBI to 
provide him with information on the magazine and its staff long before the 
article was published. In fact, The Reporter’s FBI-file shows that Bridges had 
been provided with background information on Ascoli and The Reporter twice 
before, in August 1950 and in March 1952. The FBI had investigated The 
Reporter of its own accord in 1952, after the publication of “The Wiretappers” 
by William S. Fairfield and Charles Clift, an article which exposed the FBI’s 
illegal use of wiretapping. Most of the information provided to Senator Bridges 
came from the security check to which Max Ascoli had been subjected upon 
entering government service during World War II. Among the incriminating 
evidence entrusted to Senator Bridges was the allegation that Marion Ascoli’s 
first husband, Alfred K. Stern, whom she had divorced in 1937, had been an 
espionage agent for the Soviet Union, or at least a member of the Communist 
Party, and that in 1941 an informant had told the FBI that Max Ascoli was 
“Communistically inclined.”105 
As for the accusations in Cater’s article, Bridges stated: “I flatly and 
unequivocally deny the truth of any and every implication, insinuation, or 
innuendo in the Reporter magazine in regard to my public or private life as a 
United States Senator.”106 He did not, however, try to disprove any of the 
specific charges, nor did he sue The Reporter for libel. Apparently, Bridges did 
order his staff to draft a resolution which called for a congressional 
investigation of magazines “regularly attacking Congressional and 
administration leaders,” “magazines regularly operating at a financial loss,” and 
“magazines published by foreigners or recently naturalized citizens.” Although 
The Reporter was not mentioned by name in the draft resolution, it was clear 
which particular magazine Bridges had in mind. In the end Bridges decided 
against introducing the resolution on the Senate floor.107 
Bridges received a great deal of support from his fellow senators, 
including a number of Democrats. Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., was dismayed to find 
that John F. Kennedy was among those supporting Bridges. “The Reporter is 
one of the few national publications which has pretty consistently backed the 
Democratic party,” Schlesinger, Jr., wrote Kennedy. “Bridges, on the other 
hand, has been one of the most consistent and skillful traducers of the 
Democratic party. I am puzzled to see why Democratic senators should wish to 
back Bridges against the Reporter.” Schlesinger also pointed out that The 
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Reporter was “an intelligent and responsible magazine,” which was more than 
willing to print corrections if it made a mistake. “I am sure,” Schlesinger wrote, 
“that if Bridges would point to specific errors, it would correct them. I cannot 
help regarding it as significant that Bridges has not questioned the Reporter 
article on any major questions of facts, but has instead resorted to a typical 
farrago of billingsgate against Ascoli.”108 As Kennedy later explained to 
Schlesinger, Jr., his decision to support Senator Bridges was based on a similar 
experience with The Reporter: 
When I was running for the Senate, they sent one of their writers 
to me for a story. He wrote a ‘profile’ with a cartoon, which I 
thought was both unfair and inaccurate. They have shown no 
interest since then in correcting the impression they gave. 
Therefore, I applied to Senator Bridges in his discussion of the 
Reporter magazine the old Arab adage ‘The enemy of my enemy is 
my friend.’109 
The article to which Kennedy referred had been printed in September 1952, at 
the height of the Massachusetts senatorial contest between Kennedy and the 
incumbent Republican senator, Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr. Kennedy certainly had a 
point in complaining about the way he had been portrayed in this particular 
article. Author Ralph M. Blagden left no doubt about whom he thought was the 
better candidate. While he described Cabot Lodge, Jr., as “affable,” “vigorous,” 
and “mature,” Kennedy was, in his opinion, “standoffish,” “frail-looking,” and 
“genteelly rumpled.” The accompanying cartoon showed a large woolly 
mammoth being attacked by a small, limber donkey, much like David 
challenging Goliath. Blagden emphasized Kennedy’s youth, referring to him as 
the “35-year-old” candidate and as “young Kennedy.” The implication being 
that Cabot Lodge, Jr., was the more experienced candidate. Blagden also 
emphasized the important role Joseph Kennedy played in his son’s campaign, 
suggesting that the younger Kennedy was unable to stand on his own two feet. 
In addition, Blagden highlighted the fact that Kennedy had the worst absentee 
record of all Massachusetts representatives and that the “reservations and 
contradictions” that characterized his stance on foreign affairs “suggest that 
Kennedy has not yet achieved very solid convictions.”110 Clearly Kennedy had 
been bitterly disappointed with this article, having expected support from The 
Reporter which was, after all, a prominent liberal publication. 
This article forms another example of The Reporter’s propensity to 
promote specific causes, not only in its editorials, but in its articles as well. 
Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr., was a fierce internationalist, much like The Reporter. 
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He would serve as US representative to the United Nations from 1953 till 
1960.111 The magazine was thus supporting an ally, while at the same time 
taunting the Kennedy clan, which had close ties to Senator McCarthy. Joseph 
Kennedy was a close friend and supporter of McCarthy, a fellow Irish-
American. The senior Kennedy contributed to McCarthy’s campaign for re-
election and invited him to the family home at Hyannis Port. In 1953 and 1954 
Robert Kennedy worked for McCarthy, serving as counsel to the Permanent 
Subcommitte on Investigations, and John F. Kennedy himself refused to take a 
stand against McCarthy. This close alliance to McCarthy was one of the factors 
that divided The Reporter and the Kennedys. As we will see in Chapter 10 
(Turn to the Right?) the magazine would always harbor a certain animosity 
toward the Kennedys.112 
In order to set the record straight, Ascoli issued a documented 
repudiation of Bridges’ charges, which was inserted in the Congressional 
Record by Senator Herbert Lehman of New York, one of The Reporter’s loyal 
supporters. Ascoli provided detailed background information about all of the 
Reporter staff members whose reputations had been attacked by Senator 
Bridges, making it abundantly clear that their records were strictly anti-
Communist. Ascoli also fiercely defended his own reputation, especially his 
loyalty as an American citizen, which Bridges had called into question: 
I am proud to be one of the countless men who, fleeing the loss of 
freedom in their native lands, have found in America a new home 
and a new hope. Since I first landed over here I have considered 
American citizenship as a precious privilege to be constantly 
cherished and constantly earned. For me, the way to earn this 
privilege is to dedicate all my energies to the defense of freedom, 
for I have known what it means to lose it. This I will keep doing as 
long as I live.113 
Ascoli also refuted Bridges’ list of those “smeared” by The Reporter. He 
especially resented President Eisenhower appearing on that list. “The Reporter,” 
Ascoli stated, “has been occasionally critical but consistently and scrupulously 
respectful toward the President.”114 Citing a number of editorials and articles as 
evidence, Ascoli concluded that The Reporter had even praised Eisenhower, 
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when he deserved it. As for the other names Bridges’ had mentioned, Ascoli 
noted the following: 
I can only say that the list is a strange one indeed. Some on this list 
have been barely mentioned by us.… Several of the persons on 
Senator Bridges’ list have been both criticized and praised by 
us.… Curiously enough, Senator Bridges omits from his roll the 
name of the one Republican Senator whom we have consistently 
opposed, Senator Joseph McCarthy.115 
As Henry Steele Commager, one of The Reporter’s loyal supporters, pointed 
out in a letter to Senator Symington, “a carefully documented criticism is not a 
‘smear’. Without criticism our political system simply cannot function at all.”116 
In his repudiation of Bridges’ charges Ascoli stressed that The Reporter was 
impartial and objective. The article about Senator Bridges clearly indicates, 
however, that The Reporter had an explicit political agenda. The magazine 
specifically attacked those senators who were allied with McCarthy and were 
thwarting the State Department’s foreign policy objectives. This was no 
coincidence. No matter how fiercely Max Ascoli defended The Reporter’s 
objectivity and impartiality, that is not what the exposé on Senator Bridges 
emanates. The Reporter proclaimed to be a critical advocate of the American 
political system, but Douglass Cater’s article was not an attack on corruption, 
favoritism, and the manipulation of political power in general, but as a personal 
attack on Senator Bridges. The fact that this was a personal attack was further 
underscored by the timing of publication, and the extensive promotion of the 
article in Bridges’ home state. The article itself includes a number of 
insinuations, personal insults, and spiteful unatributed quotations. It is clear that 
the article was thoroughly researched – as was the case with all Reporter 
exposés – but the intent of its publication went beyond exposing corruption and 
favoritism. The Reporter was out to defeat Senator Bridges in the upcoming 
elections. As this incident indicates, The Reporter played an active role in the 
various battles between political parties, government agencies, and branches of 
government on which McCarthyism thrived. Its primary purpose was not 
objective reporting, but the promotion of a very specific cause. 
The confrontation with Senator Bridges also confirmed The Reporter’s 
standing as a force to be reckoned with. As Ascoli himself pointed out to Isaac 
Deutscher, “If you wanted to have one more evidence of the fact that The 
Reporter is now listened to and feared, here we have it, and coming from what 
is called the highest legislative body in the world.”117 Although the Reporter 
article did not lead to a defeat for Senator Bridges in the elections – he would in 
fact continue to serve New Hampshire in the Senate until his death in 1961 – the 
magazine did cause a great deal of commotion on the Senate floor and made 
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Senator Bridges very nervous. Given Bridges power at the time, it is remarkable 
that The Reporter got away with publishing such a forthright attack. The fact 
that only one local New Hampshire newspaper dared to defy Bridges, who had 
threatened to sue for libel any publication featuring reprints of the Reporter 
story, illustrates just how daring The Reporter was in challenging such a 
formidable figure. Most New Hampshire newspapers denounced The Reporter, 
refusing even to print an advertisement for the article. All this indignation, 
however, had an adverse effect, as did rumors that representatives of the 
Republican Party were buying up issues in bulk: The Reporter quickly sold out 
at New Hampshire newsstands. In the end, only one New Hampshire newspaper 
did stand up to Senator Bridges. In mid-August the Lebanon Valley News ran a 
serialized reprint of the Reporter article, accompanied by an invitation to 
Senator Bridges to sue for libel.118 The fact that Bridges never did sue for libel 
indicates either that there more truth to The Reporter’s allegations than he was 
willing to admit, or that The Reporter had friends and allies who were even 
more powerful than Senator Bridges. 
The Time Has Come, Mr. President 
Because McCarthy initiated his anti-Communist campaign in the build-up to the 
1950 congressional elections, Max Ascoli at first assumed that his crusade was 
part of the Republican election campaign. As McCarthy’s lone crusade turned 
into full-fledged anti-Communist hysteria, Ascoli grew more and more 
disappointed with the Republican Party. Much more ominous than McCarthy’s 
anti-Communist crusade itself, was the fact that “so far the Republican Party 
has not repudiated the youthful anarchist from Wisconsin. On the contrary, 
execrations against ‘State Department Communists’ have become routine in the 
pre-election speeches of high-ranking Republicans.” What the United States 
needed in these dangerous times, with international Communism on the rise and 
a score of allied nations depending on the United States for leadership, was 
national unity and a bipartisan foreign policy. This should be the GOP’s 
objective in the 1950 congressional elections, Ascoli insisted.119 
When the election results were in – the Republicans had won a majority 
in Congress – Ascoli assumed that McCarthy’s anti-Communist campaign 
would come to an end. When it turned out that this was not the case, he once 
again berated the Republican Party: “To delude the people during an election 
campaign,” Ascoli wrote in a December 1950 editorial, “is a bad but old habit. 
To delude and mislead them in times of national emergency [the Cold War had 
turned “hot” six months earlier with the outbreak of the Korean War] is 
treason.”120 
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As the 1952 Presidential elections drew closer, The Reporter became 
more and more outspoken in its criticism of McCarthy. “The demagogues are 
invariably the ultimate ruin of a democracy,” Ascoli argued in June 1951, “for 
by debauching the people, by turning them into mobs they create the great 
sweeps of lawlessness. Lawlessness, not tyranny, is the mortal enemy of a 
democracy. Tyranny only gives the rigor of death to the convulsed features of a 
democracy that lawlessness has killed. We can overcome this very great present 
danger, if enough of us are aware of it and if together we begin using all the 
means of communication and of persuasion to secure our freedom against both 
foreign aggression and internal demagoguery.”121 International Communism 
was on the rise, and America’s political leaders could not afford to get 
sidetracked by the fight against domestic – “McCarthy-made” – subversives. 
Both parties, Ascoli argued, needed to be aware that there was an international 
as well as a domestic constituency to consider, and that “the man who will be 
elected President of the United States in 1952 will be the head of the only 
democratic nation that still has power of initiative and decision.”122 Ascoli felt 
that the next few years would be decisive years and that, therefore, the United 
States needed a president who was an American first, and a Republican or 
Democrat second, a president who could count on broad bipartisan support.123 
To fully appreciate The Reporter’s frustration with Republican 
candidate Dwight D. Eisenhower’s failure to stand up to McCarthy, it is 
important to note that in 1951, even before he himself had decided to run, the 
magazine was one of the first publications to come out for Eisenhower. Max 
Ascoli especially started out as an avid supporter of Eisenhower, whom he saw 
as the personification of the spirit of international cooperation. In December 
1950, the general had been appointed as the first Supreme Commander of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), and in the summer of 1951, Ascoli 
went to visit him in Paris, to persuade him to run for the Presidency.124 In 
November of that year The Reporter came out for Eisenhower.125 Arguing that 
“we need the best available man, no matter what his party,” Ascoli supported 
Eisenhower’s Republican nomination, in the hope that Eisenhower, who had 
been courted by both parties before being nominated as the Republican 
candidate in 1952, would be able to bring about a truly bipartisan foreign 
coalition.126 
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The Reporter, then, had had high expectations of Eisenhower. 
Unfortunately, however, once Eisenhower started his pre-convention campaign 
for the Republican nomination, his bipartisan inclination was one of the first 
things he had to abandon, in order to appeal to the conservative, isolationist 
elements within the Republican Party. As a result, Ascoli’s enthusiasm for 
Eisenhower plunged dramatically. Shortly before the Republican convention in 
July 1952, Ascoli wrote Eisenhower a letter, expressing his concern about his 
new short-sighted and partisan point of view. “Let me tell you candidly,” Ascoli 
wrote, “that I have been a rather unhappy man these last few weeks – in fact, 
ever since you started your campaign.” Instead of focusing on national unity 
and a strong foreign policy, Eisenhower was now more concerned with 
maintaining unity within the Republican Party. “You can save the party 
tomorrow,” Ascoli wrote, “if you talk to the nation today: Talk about what you 
know best, and what the people who trust you want to hear from you … You are 
the only man who can give us a truly national integrated bipartisan foreign 
policy. I may be mistaken, but most of the so-called domestic issues about 
which you are constantly asked to make pronouncements are, I think, just a long 
trail of red herrings.” Ascoli had not yet lost faith in Eisenhower – “I hope you 
will realize that this letter is prompted by my sincere concern with your success, 
and by my great respect for you,” he wrote – but he was disconcerted by 
Eisenhower’s swift transformation into a tough-talking, red-baiting Republican, 
more concerned with party-politics than with world affairs.127 In response, 
Eisenhower advised Ascoli to wait and be patient.128 
By September 1952, less than two months before the elections, Ascoli 
and his fellow-editors had lost patience with Eisenhower and The Reporter 
switched its support to the Democratic candidate, Adlai Stevenson.129 
Eisenhower, Ascoli explained, had become a party-politician. He no longer 
stood above the political parties, and instead of listening to the many liberal 
independents that supported him, Eisenhower had decided to place all his hope 
in the Republican Party. “If the liberal independents – and there are millions of 
them – had organized themselves under their own banners and not as camp 
followers of the Republicans, Eisenhower might have been spared his present 
plight. The Reporter gave warning when the time for action had not yet run 
out.” Ascoli held the leaders of the Republican Party responsible: “What they 
have done to Eisenhower gives a true measure of what they would do to the 
nation.” In Stevenson, Ascoli was glad to announce, The Reporter had found a 
candidate who was “an independent first, [and] a Democrat second.”130 
Ascoli was especially taken aback by Eisenhower’s failure to stand up 
to McCarthy and his willingness to go along with the general hysteria aroused 
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by his fellow-Republicans. In August 1952 The Reporter’s editors concluded 
that “sooner or later Eisenhower must face him – not as an issue, but as the 
issue.”131 Years later, Ascoli recalled the moment when he knew he could no 
longer support Eisenhower, and described it as follows: 
It must have been in late August of ’52. My wife and I had been 
looking at a Republican TV program. It showed Ike campaigning 
in the Middle West, going around arm-in-arm with Senator Jenner 
– the man who had called George Marshall ‘a living lie.’ I had a 
terrible night, and in the morning asked my wife to look at my 
back, which was itching all over. Briefly, I had come down with 
the shingles, and out for Stevenson.132 
The Reporter’s change of heart so close to the elections was big news in 
Washington, DC. The New York Times quoted Ascoli as saying: “‘Since 
Eisenhower’s return from Europe, we, together with a very large number of 
other citizens, have not been able to recognize in him the leader we expected,’” 
and Claire Sterling reported from Italy that Gino Tomajuoli, Washington 
correspondent for Il Tempo, had written “that this decision ‘by such an 
influential magazine’ was a bad sign for Eisenhower.”133 Nonetheless, 
Eisenhower won the election in a sweeping victory. 
As Eisenhower’s first year as President progressed, The Reporter grew 
increasingly impatient and disappointed with both the President and the 
Republican Party. Like many other newspapers and periodicals, The Reporter 
had hoped that a Republican victory would be the best antidote to 
McCarthyism, but instead, Eisenhower shied away from a head-on clash with 
McCarthy. In July 1953, Max Ascoli warned that “there can be no doubt by 
now that in the Republican demagogy that was supposed to go out of existence 
overnight there is the stuff of which totalitarian movements are made. Yet the 
President seems still determined to stick to the principle ‘my party right or 
wrong.’”134 Eisenhower needed to realize, Ascoli argued, that he had been 
elected despite his alliance with the Republican Party, that unlike his party he 
had gained an impressive majority in the popular vote, and that he was 
supported by a congressional majority which included Democrats as well as 
Republicans. Eisenhower also needed to realize that some of his fellow-
Republicans were undermining the leadership with which the American people 
had entrusted him. “The time has come, Mr. President,” Ascoli insisted. He 
hoped that Eisenhower would “decide the time has come when he must speak 
up against both evil principles and evil personalities – and then act 
accordingly…. If he doesn’t, if he lets our country be swept by those forces that 
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he met and crushed on the battlefields of Europe, then may history have pity on 
him – and on all of us.”135 
The Reporter’s commentary on the Eisenhower administration became 
more sympathetic when, in 1954, Eisenhower finally stood up to McCarthy. On 
some occasions, when the editors felt Eisenhower was actually taking charge, 
and leading the nation, there was even room for praise.136 All in all, however, 
the magazine would never quite recover from its disillusionment with a man 
who, instead of becoming the leader of the free world, had let factionalism ruin 
many foreign policy initiatives, and consistently put Republican interests before 
national unity and domestic strife before international affairs.  
Putting McCarthy in Perspective 
From the very beginning, a large portion of The Reporter’s coverage of 
McCarthyism was devoted to putting McCarthy’s actions in perspective. The 
Reporter attempted to do so by exposing McCarthy’s deceptive ways and 
unlawful tactics, by ridiculing him and by exposing him as just another cynical 
and opportunistic politician. The Reporter repeatedly pointed out that McCarthy 
was more preposterous than he was dangerous. It was the tacit support he 
received from both the Republican Party and many liberal intellectuals, and the 
general hysteria he managed to evoke among the American people that posed a 
true threat to American democracy. 
In one of the very first Reporter articles devoted to McCarthy, journalist 
John Hoving discussed the time he had spent with McCarthy during the 
previous years, covering his campaigns and political progress for the Milwaukee 
Journal, and getting to know him quite well. “Without a doubt,” Hoving wrote, 
“McCarthy is one of the most cynical men I have ever known. I have often 
found him willing to admit to motives which most other men would prefer to 
conceal. In private conversation, at least, he concedes that he is out for himself; 
organization, Republican platforms and programs – the entire democratic value 
of the party system – mean little to him. His tactics almost always follow a sort 
of political law of the jungle – keep on the offense, destroy the influence of the 
opposition at all costs, distract the public’s attention from issues, get into the 
news as frequently and as dramatically as possible and let handshaking take care 
of the rest.” McCarthy’s performance in Washington, DC, Hoving argued, was 
in line with his past performances in Wisconsin.137 
Another prominent example of The Reporter’s efforts to expose 
McCarthy’s deceptive ways, is the August 1952 article “McCarthyism: How It 
All Began,” by Millard E. Tydings. Tydings was a former Senator who had 
been in charge of the committee assigned to investigate McCarthy’s initial 
charges about Communists in the State Department. In the article, Tydings 
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described the confusion surrounding the number of alleged Communists, which 
McCarthy revised from 205 to 57, denying that he had ever mentioned a figure 
as high as 205, despite the fact that many people swore they had heard him use 
that figure. Tydings also reminded The Reporter’s readers that McCarthy had 
never managed to produce any evidence to support his charges, and that the 
charges themselves had been recycled. McCarthy had simply rehashed a 
number of charges which had already been investigated by several 
congressional committees in 1947 and 1948. Many of the people on McCarthy’s 
list, the Tydings Committee found, were no longer even working for the State 
Department. In July 1950, the Tydings Committee issued a report, accusing 
McCarthy of “perpetrating ‘a fraud and a hoax’ and ‘perhaps the most nefarious 
campaign of half-truths and untruth in the history of this Republic.’” In 1950, 
the committee report had little effect on American public opinion, and the same 
was true for 1952, when Tydings’ recollections appeared in The Reporter. 
Although Tydings’ article played an important role in supporting and 
consolidating The Reporter’s stance that McCarthy was fighting demons of his 
own invention, it cannot be denied that anyone confronting McCarthy in The 
Reporter’s pages was essentially preaching to the converted.138 
From the early 1950s on, satire had been one of the tactics The Reporter 
employed to render McCarthy harmless. When, at the time of the Army-
McCarthy hearings (April-June 1954), the junior Senator from Wisconsin began 
to attack his fellow-Republicans, and his antics were broadcast to an astonished 
nation, satire seemed to be the only suitable response for a serious magazine 
such as The Reporter. Marya Mannes had a field-day covering the Army-
McCarthy hearings, both as Sec, and as The Reporter’s television critic. The 
tables, she was quick to point out, had turned. McCarthy’s tactics were now 
working against him: 
 
Advice to Counsel 
(For Army vs. Cohn-McCarthy case) 
 
When you get the Senator on the stand, start quietly: 
Ask routine questions in a routine tone, 
Showing to all what a reasonable man you are. 
Then casually pick up some notes or papers and (quietly) quote 
Something the Senator said or wrote twenty years ago, 
Something – now, out of the context of the time – unwise; 
Follow with proof that he was a radical then, 
Supported by Reds. If the Senator denies. 
Call him names. Call him a traitor. Say he lies; 
Tell him (now loudly) he’s part of the old Republican gang 
Of traitors. Tell him (now snarling) that he is not fit to sit 
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In the Senate. If he protests, if he starts to defend himself, 
Cut him down, get him thrown from the room, then smile, 
Wrapping an arm around a colleague, and pose 
As the great rat killer. 
You will see how the technique works. It has worked before, 
For the Senator.139 
 
Ultimately, the Army-McCarthy hearings exposed McCarthy for the cruel, 
unscrupulous, and deceitful persecutor that he really was. After the hearings, 
McCarthy irrevocably lost his popular support and his colleagues in the Senate 
finally found the courage to denounce him. In December 1954, by a vote of 67 
to 22, the Senate passed a resolution condemning McCarthy for “obstructing the 
constitutional processes of the Senate.” 
After McCarthy had been condemned by his fellow-senators, liberal 
intellectuals tried to assess the larger significance and implications of the 
hysteria, paranoia, and conformism that had characterized the McCarthy era. 
Where did McCarthyism come from and how could it be avoided in the 
future?140 This question had been central to The Reporter’s coverage throughout 
the McCarthy era.141 By 1954, however, it was possible for liberal intellectuals 
to distance themselves from McCarthyism and examine its consequences. In 
September 1954, two months before McCarthy’s indictment by his fellow-
senators, Eric Goldman was among the first liberal intellectuals to assess the 
full impact of McCarthyism. “It is time,” he argued “somebody recorded, for an 
already overburdened posterity, the greatest disservice of Senator Joseph R. 
McCarthy. It is not the baleful political power he has wielded, not the poison he 
has spread into every field of the national life, not the stain he has brought to the 
American reputation around the globe. It is the way this man’s spectacular 
marauding has diverted attention from where we really are and where we are 
going.” Goldman, who later authored The Crucial Decade, and After: America, 
1945-1960 (1960), contended that McCarthy himself was relatively 
insignificant, an argument The Reporter had repeatedly made during the 
previous years. “McCarthyism,” Goldman wrote, “was with us before the 
Senator from Wisconsin suddenly discovered Communism in 1950; it is with us 
now that his inanities and his brutalities are cutting him down to size.” 
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McCarthyism was, in Goldman’s opinion, “a widespread state of mind,” and 
McCarthy was “merely a temporary focal point of American attitudes that have 
been growing over decades.”142 Goldman pointed to two previous waves of 
“McCarthyism” in modern American history, one of them in the 1880s and 
1890s, and another after the First World War, both of which combined 
conservatism and isolationism with middle-class fear of the forces brewing 
among the lower classes in American society. “After two previous outbursts of 
McCarthyism,” Goldman wrote, “the United States is now in its third, by far the 
most sweeping and the most relentless – and, in at least two important senses, 
the most dangerous.” First of all, Goldman argued, 1950s McCarthyism had 
been incorporated into the political system. By means of the Republican Party, 
McCarthyist attitudes had gained great influence over American democratic 
processes and policy making. “In influencing policies,” Goldman wrote, 
“McCarthyism of the 1950’s is wreaking far greater havoc than its 
predecessors.” Secondly, unlike earlier movements, 1950s McCarthyism was 
also affecting the world outside the United States. “When the McCarthyism of 
the 1950’s creates world-wide skepticism of America’s ability to lead wisely, it 
is playing fast and loose with the destiny of billions.”143 At the end of his article, 
Goldman argued that the United States had survived the previous waves of 
McCarthyism, and that this time, too, there seemed to be a good chance of 
overcoming the underlying divisions within American society: “Because the 
present generation can see McCarthyism in so long and revealing a perspective, 
it is in a peculiarly good position to control, if not cure, the malady.”144 
Although the fears he had exploited lived on for some time after his 
demise, McCarthy himself was soon forgotten after his dismissal from the 
Senate. The Reporter mentioned him only once after 1954, in a “Reporter’s 
Note,” observing that McCarthy looked “heavier and slightly stooped,” and that 
he had lost his vigor, and his ferocity.145 At the time of his death in 1957, The 
Reporter published no editorial statement, but one of Eric Sevareid’s broadcasts 
for CBS radio, reflecting on the man and the political force. Trying to put 
McCarthy in perspective, and forewarn those who too easily dismissed 
McCarthyism now that McCarthy was gone, Sevareid concluded his broadcast 
as follows: “Washington respects power and power alone.… When his power 
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was gone, though the human being was the same, he was cut dead socially. If 
history finds that McCarthy used his strength in a wrongful manner, it will find 
that the weakness of others was part of the fault.”146 
As time went by, Max Ascoli received an increasing amount of praise 
for his courage in opposing McCarthy. He himself did not, however, feel that 
there was anything particularly courageous in his principled stand: “It’s a grind 
that doesn’t lend itself to dramatic or romantic interpretation, at least from 
where I stand,” he wrote his friend Madeleine Chapsal in December 1953. “It’s 
a hard grind, which at times is rewarding; but I have no chance to savor the 
reward, for the next day’s work comes along.”147 In October 1955, The Reporter 
received a Bill of Rights Award for its “vigorous fight … against injustice and 
oppression and its unflinching exposure of the many instances which it 
uncovered, especially in the loyalty-security area.”148 In his acceptance speech, 
Ascoli wondered, not whether The Reporter had deserved this prize, but 
whether the magazine had really achieved what the presenting committee 
thought it had: 
When I first read in a letter from Mr. Sobernheim, that The 
Reporter had been designated to receive a Bill of Rights Award 
because, as Mr. Sobernheim put it, The Reporter’s ‘activities 
have contributed much to the change of political climate which 
seems to manifest itself at present,’ I felt, of course, greatly 
flattered, but I also thought, ‘Who, me?’ I am immodest enough to 
claim a considerable part of the credit as well as the blame for 
what The Reporter has done during the six years of its existence. 
I started this magazine and I keep working very hard at it. But as to 
the recent, and perhaps rather precarious, change in the political 
mood of the country – a change toward that sanity, that fairness, 
that I know is America – I really don’t know of anybody who has 
substantially or outstandingly contributed to it. Many of us have 
done our little bit in that direction, and I, as editor of The 
Reporter, was singularly fortunate because of the quality of my 
staff. But the plain and rather disturbing fact is that the latest 
epidemic has abated, just as had come, because of forces over 
which I don’t think anybody had any appreciable share of control. 
The Reporter, Ascoli argued, might have opened some people’s eyes to the evils 
of McCarthyism, but it certainly did not turn McCarthyism around. Offering a 
platform for those who opposed McCarthy and actually reaching the hordes of 
McCarthy supporters were two very different things. This was not an expression 
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of false modesty on Ascoli’s part, but an expression of genuine concern. 
McCarthyism had receded, but so far no-one had been able to pinpoint what had 
caused its decline. McCarthyism, Ascoli argued, was not “self-denouncing and 
self-healing,” and the underlying problems which had given rise to it had not 
been solved. In other words, there might be new outbursts, and despite nearly 
five years of McCarthyist terror, the American public – only a small portion of 
whom read The Reporter – was not prepared for them.149 
Looking back on McCarthyism in later years, Max Ascoli put his own 
early opposition to McCarthy in perspective. In 1964, on the occasion of The 
Reporter’s fifteenth anniversary, Ascoli concluded that The Reporter’s first real 
test of courage had been relatively easy: 
It doesn’t take a particular amount of courage not to act cowardly; 
and if liberals are not active in such emergencies, what are they 
good for? The facts against McCarthyism were not difficult to dig 
out, the ideas against which they stood were the very ones on 
which America was founded. The protagonist himself was like an 
overdrawn caricature of the villain.… The tide kept gaining 
momentum for too long a time, highlighted by a man who rode it 
and capitalized on its splash and newsiness, while the believers in 
freedom measured and denounced its devastation. It was tough 
going sometimes. It was also a nearly perfect black-and-white state 
of affairs.150 
This statement should be read in the context of the much more complex social, 
political, and moral issues that were at stake in the era of the 1960s, the 
Vietnam War in particular. Looking back on the early 1950s from this 
perspective, taking a stance on McCarthyism did indeed seem straightforward. 
However, when one considers the complexity of responses to McCarthyism, 
even among liberal intellectuals, it is clear that at the time The Reporter’s all-
out opposition to McCarthyism was by no means a matter-of-course. The fact 
that The Reporter may have been backed by powerful friends, making it less 
vulnerable to McCarthyist attacks does not diminish the value of its dissent. It 
was a voice of opposition when few were to be heard and as such it was 
valuable, regardless of its affiliations with the State Department and the CIA. 
Clearly, The Reporter was a shining example of liberal opposition to 
McCarthyism. In his evaluation of the liberal response to McCarthyism Richard 
Pells argued that only a small group of liberal intellectuals “resisted not simply 
the tactics of but the rationale for McCarthyism.” In this group he included 
Dwight Macdonald, Henry Steele Commager, I.F. Stone, Mary McCarthy, 
Lillian Hellman, Arthur Miller, and Michael Harrington.151 The fact that Pells 
did not include The Reporter  may derive from the fact that the magazine was 
perceived, both during its existence and after its folding, as a platform for the 
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promotion of causes, rather than an independent journalistic enterprise. Whether 
this assumption was justified will be discussed in Chapter 9 (Propaganda, 
Policy, and Covert Operations). 
 
 Chapter 7 – The Reporter’s Gradualist 
Approach to Civil Rights 
Although organizations such as the National Association for the Advancement 
of Colored People (NAACP) had been working for equal rights and integration 
since the 1910s, it was World War II which truly brought the issue to the 
attention of America’s liberal opinion makers. The war itself, in which the 
Allied forces were fighting an anti-Semitic and racist regime, made it 
impossible for the United States to continue to condone racism, discrimination, 
and segregation within its own borders. The African-American soldiers who had 
fought for freedom abroad returned home determined to fight for equality at 
home. In addition, the rise of the war industry accelerated the migration of 
African Americans from the rural areas of the South to the Northern cities, 
resulting in increased racial tension in the workplace as well as acute housing 
shortages, which, in turn, led to a number of instances of organized African-
American resistance. During these years, the Congress of Racial Equality 
(CORE) – founded in 1942 – directed attention at the desegregation of public 
facilities in the North by means of civil disobedience, economic boycotts, and 
sit-in actions. Throughout the Second World War, the NAACP also continued 
to fight for equal rights, both in the North and the South. The 1944 Supreme 
Court decision in Smith v. Allwright formed a landmark in the NAACP’s fight 
for the right to vote. The ruling declared white primaries which excluded 
African-American voters unconstitutional. The circumstances of the Second 
World War increased the visibility of “the American race problem,” as it was 
referred to at the time. This increased visibility initiated the cooperation 
between African-American leaders and white liberals and led, for the first time, 
to the active involvement of the federal government. In its 1947 report To 
Secure These Rights, the President’s Committee on Civil Rights set the liberal 
agenda on civil rights for the years to come, assigning the federal government a 
crucial role and increased power in the fight against racial inequality.1 
The Reporter’s emergence in the late 1940s thus coincided with the 
advent of civil rights as a national issue, one that was embraced by American 
liberals in particular. As we have seen, the new magazine quickly became an 
important platform for American liberals and civil rights was the issue on which 
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it was most closely aligned with the liberal community, the Americans for 
Democratic Action (ADA) in particular. Throughout the 1950s and 1960s the 
ADA worked closely together with the NAACP, the civil rights organization 
which believed in working for progress through the American judicial and 
democratic system. The two organizations cooperated in lobbying for civil 
rights legislation. The Reporter also consistently supported the NAACP’s 
moderate approach of lobbying and working through the judicial system. Civil 
rights thus formed the one issue where The Reporter was in complete 
concurrence with the ADA’s conviction that government policy could effect 
social change.2  
Throughout its existence civil rights took a central place in The 
Reporter’s domestic coverage. The magazine devoted a total of twenty-four 
theme issues as well as numerous articles in its “At Home and Abroad” and 
“Views and Reviews” sections to the struggle for racial equality. As a platform 
for American liberals the magazine played an important role in shaping the 
liberal discourse that emerged in the 1950s. What set The Reporter apart from 
such intellectual journals of opinion as Partisan Review, Commentary, and The 
Nation, was the fact that it reached a much broader audience. While these 
journals primarily played a role in the intellectual debate about civil rights, The 
Reporter shaped the perceptions and opinions of a much broader public. This 
chapter explores The Reporter’s role in shaping the liberal response to the 
struggle for racial equality. Inspired by its firm belief in the American political 
and judicial system The Reporter advocated a gradual, orderly, step-by-step 
approach to attaining such equality, denouncing extremists on both sides. 
During the 1960s this liberal approach came increasingly under attack from 
African Americans who were no longer prepared to be patient and wait for their 
constitutional rights to be acknowledged. The Reporter’s response to these 
demands was indicative of the limitations of its ideological background. Instead 
of adapting to the changing circumstances, the editors kept reiterating the same 
arguments, urging African Americans to “go slow” in order to avert a white 
backlash. The Reporter’s position on civil rights thus forms a clear illustration 
of the limitations that would ultimately lead to its demise. 
“The Negro Citizen” 
The Reporter’s first theme issue on civil rights came respectably early. This 
special issue, entitled “The Negro Citizen,” was published in December 1949.3 
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The journals of opinion first began to pay attention to the issue of civil rights 
during the war. The New Republic, for example, published a special twenty-
page section, titled “The Negro: His Future in America,” in October 1943. The 
newsmagazines, on the other hand, did not devote a special issue to civil rights 
until Newsweek’s “The Negro in America” in November 1967.4 
The Reporter’s “Negro Citizen” issue set the tone for the magazine’s 
civil rights coverage in the years that followed. It explicitly placed the problem 
of racial inequality in an international, Cold War context, focused attention on 
the North as well as the South, and covered many different aspects of African-
American life, including voting rights, labor, education, the press, film, and 
literature. Although it conveyed an awareness that changing cultural practices 
and white attitudes toward African Americans would be a long and difficult 
process, the progress African Americans had made since World War II formed 
the primary focus of this issue. The title of The Reporter’s special issue 
conveyed the magazine’s strong belief in the American democratic system and 
in the right to vote as the key to all other rights which would enable African 
Americans to participate in American society as full citizens. The Reporter’s 
theme issue thus forms an important early illustration of what Carol Polsgrove 
has referred to as the restrained, muffled, and repressed dialogue on race among 
American intellectuals during the 1950s: “Outside a few left-wing journals,” she 
noted, “intellectuals and their editors alike contained the discussion safely 
within faith in capitalist democracy. The very name that would be given the 
movement under way – the ‘civil rights movement’ (not, for instance, ‘the 
movement for racial equality’) – thus contained it.”5 
Philip Horton’s editorial for this special issue – “The Negro’s 
International Vote” – placed the struggle for racial equality in the context of the 
Cold War. As Polsgrove has pointed out: 
The Cold War offered both an argument for racial change and a 
strategy for opposing it: those who argued for desegregation were 
routinely labeled ‘communists.’ Even in the North, advocating 
racial change could provoke Red-baiting – allegations that support 
for desegregation was communist inspired. As in a ritual to ward 
off such charges, those who spoke for desegregation invoked the 
Cold War: How could the United States win the propaganda war 
with the Soviet Union if it did not treat its own citizens fairly?6 
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This was exactly the argument Horton made in his editorial. He pointed out that 
in the wake of World War II African Americans had won an international as 
well as a domestic vote. The image of “the U.S. Negro,” treated as a second-
class citizen, living in poverty, and fearing for his life, “is an image that clings 
to the world’s imagination and conscience,” Horton wrote, especially “in an age 
of exile and oppression – of mass deportations and migrations, of concentration 
camps and persecutions.” “Our enemies,” Horton wrote, “have been quick to 
turn such images against us. Soviet and Communist propagandists the world 
over have tried to make the Negro the symbol of our injustice and hypocrisy.” 
America’s political leaders, Horton argued, could not ignore the pleas and 
accusations coming from the nation’s European allies and they especially could 
not ignore the reactions of newly independent developing nations around the 
world. “To them,” Horton wrote, “far more than to Europeans, the status of the 
U.S. Negro is the touchstone by which to test our integrity and our intentions.”7 
Above all, the articles in this special issue on “The Negro Citizen,” and 
in later issues of The Reporter, propagated progress and highlighted the positive 
examples and glimpses of hope in an otherwise bleak circumstance. One of the 
articles, for example, was a profile of Ralph Bunche, one of America’s foremost 
diplomats at the United Nations, who in 1950 would be awarded the Nobel 
Peace Prize.8 The article itself was not particularly remarkable, but the fact that 
both Bunche and the author – the poet Sterling A. Brown, at the time professor 
of English at Howard University – were African Americans certainly was. The 
Reporter portrayed Bunche as an “allegory of integration,” with close ties to 
“his people,” and the “other dark peoples of the world,” yet with a reasoned 
instead of emotional approach to race relations: “He is impatient of rashness and 
gradualism alike. To him American Negroes are not heroes or victims, saints or 
devils, but men.”9 
Ted Poston, the first African-American journalist to work for a white, 
mainstream publication – the New York Post – formed a similar shining 
example of successful integration. He contributed a critical evaluation of “The 
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Negro Press,” an article that was perfectly in sync with The Reporter’s liberal 
ideal of integration and assimilation, with a strong emphasis on the similarities, 
not the differences, between black and white. From this point of view, African-
American segregationist tendencies were as reprehensible as those on the part of 
white Southerners. Although Poston recognized the important function the 
African-American press fulfilled, he argued that the fight against segregation 
and discrimination was actually hampered by its “careless and faulty reporting,” 
its eager solicitation of ‘Negro-only’ housing advertisements, the promotion in 
the advertising columns of skin bleaches and hair-straighteners, and, more in 
general, the exceptionally strong hold these African-American newspapers had 
on their readers.10 
The other articles in this issue focused on the great strides African 
Americans had made since the 1944 Smith v. Allwright decision. In “New 
Voters in the Making,” V.O. Key, Jr., a professor of political science at Yale 
University, argued that, although resistance in Southern counties with 
predominantly African-American populations was persistent, African 
Americans were making impressive political progress in the states bordering on 
the Deep South.11 In “Last Hired, First Fired,” Herbert R. Northrup made the 
argument that thanks to “the existence of fair-minded unions that will enforce 
nondiscriminatory lay-off policies, and the presence of fair employment practice 
agencies in a number of key states” African-American workers had made great 
progress and were in a better negotiating position than they had ever been 
before.12 “The Crisis That Never Came Off” told the story of school integration 
in Indiana from the perspective of a schoolmaster anxiously awaiting the arrival 
of his first African-American pupils. Despite the schoolmaster’s apprehension, 
nothing out of the ordinary occurred. The prevalent calm with which African-
American pupils were welcomed into white schools, Lewis argued, made 
Indianapolis an example for the rest of the nation. These articles are 
characteristic of The Reporter’s attitude towards African-American civil rights. 
Throughout its existence, the magazine would focus on the positive, and 
although the editors frequently pointed out that there was still a long way to go, 
progress was always the focus of The Reporter’s civil rights coverage. 
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Interestingly, the cover for this special issue – one of The Reporter’s 
first full-color covers – conveys a somewhat different image. It depicts a glum 
ghetto-scene in stark brown and grey and shows a close-up of a young African-
American man looking straight at the reader, pensively and a little sad. Or is it a 
look of determination? He is looking out over the balcony of a red-brick 
building; we only see his face, and his hands, which are resting on the ledge. In 
the background we see dark clouds and a number of grim-looking apartment 
buildings, with laundry hanging from the balconies. It is a stark image, and it 
does not seem to match the optimistic attitude which manifests itself in the 
issue’s contents. This cover-image bespeaks the long way African Americans 
still had to go towards full citizenship and equal opportunity.13 
International Implications 
Perhaps even more influential in setting the liberal agenda on civil rights than 
the President’s Committee on Civil Rights was sociologist Gunnar Myrdal’s 
study An American Dilemma: The Negro Problem and Modern Democracy, 
published in 1944. Myrdal, a Swedish sociologist, had been enlisted by the 
Carnegie Corporation to direct a two-year study of “the Negro problem” in 
American society. The resulting two-volume study focused on the discrepancies 
between the moral and ideological principles which lay at the foundation of 
American society – “the American Creed of liberty, equality, justice, and fair 
opportunity for everybody” – and the everyday reality of that society as 
experienced by African Americans.14 Although Myrdal called attention to a 
great many social wrongs, his study was essentially positive in outlook. Above 
all else, Myrdal believed in the democratic principles of the American legal 
system. If only the Constitution was properly enforced, progress would ensue 
and the American ideal of unity in diversity could be attained.15 
Myrdal’s outsider’s perspective on America’s race problem 
foreshadowed the international context in which the civil rights movement 
would be framed throughout the 1950s and 1960s. World War II had first made 
America’s political and intellectual elites aware that in the area of race relations 
the United States was not living up to its own ideals, but it was the Cold War 
that made them aware of the international implications of US racial 
discrimination. At the end of World War II, the United States emerged as a new 
world leader and as the Cold War took shape, it became clear that America’s 
image abroad played an essential role in the nation’s ability to maintain its 
leadership role. Fighting international Communism became the country’s 
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primary objective, and America’s political and intellectual leaders soon realized 
that racism and segregation at home seriously harmed America’s image abroad 
and, as a result, obstructed American foreign policy goals in general and the 
country’s fight against international Communism in particular. By presenting 
itself as the leader of the free world and as a shining example for all other 
nations, the United States opened itself up to international scrutiny. The foreign 
press was quick to point out that the country was not living up to its own ideals 
of freedom and democracy and the Communist bloc effectively used American 
racial discrimination and segregation to bring the United States into disrepute 
among its European allies. By 1949 – the year when The Reporter’s first issue 
was published – racial discrimination in the United States had become a 
principal theme of Soviet anti-American propaganda.16 
Civil rights activists used these new international circumstances to 
further their cause. Pointing to the negative effects of racial discrimination and 
segregation on America’s image abroad, they urged government officials to 
initiate change. They also appealed directly to the international community, 
increasing the pressure on the US government by mobilizing foreign public 
opinion and especially the foreign press. The newly founded United Nations 
became an important platform for US civil rights activists. During the late 
1940s, both the NAACP and the National Negro Congress filed petitions with 
the UN Commission on Human Rights, protesting the treatment of African 
Americans in the United States.17 
As a result of increased domestic and international pressure, the Truman 
administration made civil rights into a focal point of its Cold War diplomacy. 
As Mary L. Dudziak has demonstrated, the Truman administration initiated an 
elaborate propaganda effort to counter the negative portrayal of US race 
relations in the foreign press and in Soviet anti-American propaganda. 
American government officials realized that the United States could not deny 
that in the area of race relations it did not practice what it preached. However, 
as Dudziak has pointed out, the nation could place these charges in context: “It 
could weave them into a story that led ultimately to the conclusion that, in spite 
of it all, America was a great nation.”18 This official story – the “narrative of 
race and American democracy,” as Dudziak called it – aimed to present 
American race relations in the best possible light. “The U.S. government,” 
Dudziak asserted, “did its best to turn a liability into an advantage.” The State 
Department adopted a strategy of presenting American efforts in the area of 
civil rights as the fulfillment of democracy. In the propaganda material 
produced by the United States Information Agency (USIA) – the broadcasts by 
the Voice of America and the speaking trips and cultural exchanges sponsored 
by the State Department – the focus was firmly on progress. In this material the 
appalling history of slavery became a story of democracy in action, “a narrative 
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of progress toward the inevitable goal of greater social justice.”19 USIA thus 
conveyed the message that it was the inherent strength of American democracy 
which enabled the United States to move forward, towards equality. Similar to 
Gunnar Myrdal’s this was a profoundly optimistic vision, based on a passionate 
belief in the intrinsic value of American democracy.20 
The US government realized that in order to effectively counter the 
international outrage about American racial discrimination, the narrative of 
American race relations needed to be based on actual social change. The 
Truman administration thus began its attempts to change domestic policies and 
practices. The most prominent example of these attempts was the creation of the 
first ever President’s Committee on Civil Rights in 1946. Other examples 
include the executive orders which led to the desegregation of the armed forces 
and prohibiting discrimination in federal employment. Perhaps even more 
significantly, Truman instigated the legal battle that would eventually lead to 
the Brown v. Board of Education ruling on racial segregation in public 
education in 1954, a ruling that affirmed the government’s narrative of race and 
American democracy by showing that the principle of racial equality was 
inherent in the US Constitution. The fact that the State Department played a 
significant role in these initiatives illustrates the extent of the government’s 
concern about the effects of the race problem on foreign affairs.21 
The Reporter played an important role in shaping and projecting the 
official government narrative of race and American democracy.22 This is not 
surprising, given the magazine’s close cooperation with the US government, the 
State Department in particular, in other areas. Like the Truman administration, 
The Reporter’s editors wanted progress, not conflict, to be the focus of both 
foreign and domestic reporting on civil rights. As a result, the magazine often 
came precariously close to distorting the facts.23 To The Reporter’s editors the 
issue of civil rights formed the ultimate example of the inextricable connection 
between domestic and foreign affairs in which they so fervently believed. The 
magazine’s editors were acutely aware that America’s image abroad formed an 
essential element in the fight against international Communism and they 
realized that racial discrimination and segregation had a very negative effect on 
that image. It is significant that it was this concern with America’s image 
abroad that formed the central theme of the magazine’s first editorial on the 
issue of civil rights, entitled “The Negro’s International Vote.” 
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Although it often remained implicit, this concern for America’s image 
abroad formed the underlying theme of all of The Reporter’s civil rights 
coverage. A 1956 article by Ben Burns, former executive editor of Ebony, 
exemplified this concern. In this article Burns attacked one of the most 
influential and most political African-American novelists, Richard Wright, 
author of Uncle Tom’s Children (1938), Native Son (1940) and The Outsider 
(1953), whom he accused of “poisoning European thinking about racial 
problems in America.” In response to the racism he and his family – he was 
married to a white woman – experienced in New York, Wright had moved to 
France in 1947, where his protest fiction was received with great enthusiasm by 
French intellectuals. Wright, who would continue to live as an expatriate in 
Paris until his death in 1960, was accused by Burns of harboring “a relentless, 
insatiable loathing for white people and America that erupts whenever he sits 
down at a typewriter.” Burns asserted that “no amount of argument about the 
remarkable changes wrought in the status of U.S. Negroes, no statistics showing 
the virtual end of lynching as a Southern institution, avail to revise European 
opinions.” What Burns was even more disconcerted about, was the fact that 
Wright himself was unwilling to change his outlook on the issue of race 
relations in the United States. When Wright returned to the United States for a 
short stay in Chicago in 1950, Ebony contracted him to write an article. To 
Burns’ dismay, Wright “was only interested in slums and they are what he 
wrote about.” In Burns’ opinion Wright’s “portrait of Negroes in Chicago was a 
one-sided, distorted view.” He had presented all the violence, racism, and 
hopelessness, but none of the improvements, advancements, and signs of 
progress on which Ebony – which was aimed at the new African-American 
middle-class – preferred to focus attention.24 
It is not surprising that The Reporter published such a vehement 
denunciation of Wright’s work. Like the officials at the State Department, The 
Reporter abhorred any form of extremism – whether black or white – that might 
jeopardize America’s image abroad. As part of its efforts to control the story of 
race relations in the United States, the US government tried to discourage those 
voices which it deemed too radical or pessimistic. As a result, any prominent 
African American who expressed an opinion that deviated from the narrative of 
progress the State Department wanted to project was soon labeled a 
Communist. During the early 1950s, when McCarthyism reigned supreme, 
many African-American intellectuals, including Langston Hughes, Paul 
Robeson, Ralph Bunche, and Richard Wright, were subjected to FBI 
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investigations.25 As The Reporter’s editors pointed out in their introduction to 
Burns’ article: “Many of those who pride themselves as militant defenders of 
Negro rights practice a subtle and insidious intolerance of their own.”26 Clearly, 
The Reporter’s editors were referring to the anti-Americanism and reversed 
racism of which Burns accused Wright. The fact that the article was written by a 
former editor of Ebony also underscores The Reporter’s close ties to the 
moderate, middle-class elements of the civil rights movement. 
In 1957 The Reporter expressed its concern about the international 
impact of the crisis in Little Rock, Arkansas, where the integration of a local 
High School was prevented by Governor Orval Faubus, who sent in the state’s 
National Guard. The images of African-American children facing an angry 
white mob were particularly “unbearable,” The Reporter argued, because they 
were “featured not only in our country, but in Paris, in Milan, in Bombay, in 
Moscow – literally all over the world.” What was needed, The Reporter stated, 
was a counteroffensive, featuring positive images. The Reporter suggested that 
if President Eisenhower “would just walk, with a Negro child at his side, 
through the doorway of a Southern school then this nightmare – this national 
disgrace – would come to an end.”27 This “Reporter’s Note” forms a striking 
example of The Reporter’s attitude toward civil rights. The magazine’s distress 
about racial violence in the South was inspired primarily by its concern about 
presenting a positive image to the outside world. Fighting the injustice 
perpetrated against African Americans was of secondary importance. 
Civil Rights and Decolonization 
The 1960s were characterized by increased decolonization efforts in Africa. In 
1960 alone, seventeen African nations gained independence. By the end of 1963 
a total of thirty-three had been decolonized.28 The United States, the Soviet 
Union, and China were all aware that these newly independent nations could 
effect an important shift in Cold War alignments. The impact of the US race 
problem on America’s image abroad gained increased importance as the United 
States battled with the Communist powers over the hearts and minds of the 
African peoples. The Soviet Union and Communist China were quick to 
discredit the United States’ claims to anticolonialism abroad by pointing to its 
treatment of African Americans at home. The issue of race discrimination thus 
increasingly became a foreign policy matter.29 
Aware of these concerns, civil rights activists used international 
pressure as leverage to effect social change at home. During the early 1960s 
organizations such as the Southern Christian Leadership Conference (SCLC), 
CORE, and the Student Non-Violent Coordinating Committee (SNCC) 
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introduced new direct-action tactics – sit-ins, freedom rides, and mass 
demonstrations – which often elicited violence, thus generating even more 
widespread international interest and outrage. The Reporter deplored the fact 
that such open conflict harmed America’s image abroad. In 1963, for example, 
the magazine published an article on the civil rights protests in Birmingham, 
Alabama, by a Danish correspondent. The author – Hans Morten Rubin – 
lamented the fact that it was usually conflict, not progress that got attention in 
the foreign press. Focusing on “the police dogs and the fire hoses,” foreign 
correspondents did not always, in Rubin’s opinion give “enough emphasis to 
the bricks that were not thrown, the policemen who were not brutal. It would 
have stopped the presses all around the world if Martin Luther King had been 
murdered, but how do you go about explaining to a news editor that the most 
amazing story to be told is that Dr. King is still alive?”30 Given the fact that 
King was indeed killed five years later, this observation seems somewhat naïve, 
trivializing the immense resistance civil rights activists were facing. 
As Mary L. Dudziak has pointed out, “by 1964, the [civil rights] 
movement engaged in more sustained efforts to use international pressure to 
further domestic civil rights reform through appeals to the U.N., international 
travel by civil rights activists and international organizing.”31 Civil rights 
activists, who increasingly viewed their own struggle for racial equality as part 
of a worldwide movement for freedom, emphasized the common ground 
between the civil rights and decolonization movements. As more and more 
African Americans traveled abroad to share their experiences, it became 
increasingly difficult for USIA and the State Department to control the story of 
American race relations. “African Americans,” Dudziak has pointed out, “could 
speak with more authority about race in America” and “since the methods of the 
early Cold War years would not withstand international scrutiny in the 1960s,” 
the State Department could no longer silence them. As a result, harsh critics of 
American race relations such as Malcolm X and Stokely Carmichael were free 
to travel abroad and express the view that African Americans had more in 
common with the Africans struggling against imperialism than with white 
Americans. When Malcolm X visited the Middle East and Africa in 1964 he 
denounced the US government’s civil rights legislation – in particular the 1964 
Civil Rights Act – as nothing but a propaganda stunt.32 
The Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) also had a stake in countering 
anti-American propaganda. As Carol Polsgrove has suggested, it is likely that 
the agency was responsible for the strategic placement of supportive articles in 
American magazines. In 1961 The Reporter published an article by Russell 
Warren Howe, who emphasized the hostility many Africans harbored toward 
African Americans.33 Polsgrove argued that the timing of this article – which 
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appeared shortly after a similar article had been published by The New Yorker – 
suggests “a stage-managed public discourse, of editors and writers acting out of 
something more than their own political intuitions in the service of hidden 
political interests.”34 As Polsgrove correctly pointed out, Philip Horton, who 
solicited the article, was a former CIA agent. As we will see in Chapter 9 
(Propaganda, Policy, and Covert Operations), Horton in fact maintained an 
extensive network of government contacts throughout his time with The 
Reporter. Polsgrove’s assertion that Horton “knew enough about the world 
scene not to need prompting to see the political implications of an alliance 
between Africans and American Negroes,” certainly holds true. It is telling that 
he envisioned the article as “a kind of corrective to the quite vocal sectors of 
American opinion, both white and black, which tend to romanticize and idealize 
African nationalism and to support quite uncritically whatever it produces” and 
that he specifically suggested that Howe focus on “the disillusion and setbacks 
experienced by many American Negroes working or traveling in Africa.”35 
As this incident suggests Cold War concerns were all-pervasive for The 
Reporter. Like the State Department and the CIA, The Reporter worried that, as 
African Americans provided Africans with new insight into US race relations, 
making it clear that the United States did not practice what it preached, Africans 
would no longer be receptive to US propaganda and might ally themselves with 
the Soviet Union or Communist China. They also worried that those African 
Americans who increasingly identified with Africans were turning away from 
American society, thus thwarting the ultimate liberal goal of integration and 
disrupting the narrative of race and democracy. The incident also illustrates the 
magazine’s willingness to play an active role in US propaganda aimed at 
influencing public opinion both at home and abroad. Polsgrove rightly pointed 
out that “if the CIA or any other agency involved in national policy wanted to 
influence public commentary, Horton, holding a top post at the nation’s leading 
liberal magazine, had moved into a good position to do the job.”36 
Azza Salama Layton has argued that “the [US] government’s efforts in 
fighting legal discrimination were secondary to its fight against Communism. 
Instead of genuinely addressing problems of discrimination, violence, and the 
denial of rights to black American, the federal government directed its resources 
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to glazing over problems and trying to change, through public relations, the 
world’s perceptions of American race relations. Instead of government officials 
attacking racism as wrong, illegal, and immoral, officials attacked race policies 
as being detrimental to the United States’ fight against Communism.”37 
In the case of The Reporter it should be noted that the magazine did 
take a clear moral stance on the issue of civil rights. Much like Gunnar Myrdal, 
Max Ascoli was a European, an outsider in American society. Like so many 
new Americans, Ascoli wanted to prove himself as an American citizen and he 
was a great admirer of the American democratic system. Ascoli’s book The 
Power of Freedom was devoted to the same ideals and moral values which 
underlay Myrdal’s analysis of “the Negro problem.” In his editorials Max 
Ascoli argued over and over again that the race problem should be solved 
because the United States was a democracy and a nation which counted freedom 
and equality among its founding principles and that in dealing with this 
immense problem, “the sense of duty toward our nation, and toward our own 
conscience, must be enough to prompt us.”38 Ascoli’s conviction that equality 
was an attainable goal that could be achieved by democratic means follows 
logically from his firm belief in the American democratic system. This belief in 
the essential validity of the American political system lay at the foundation of 
The Reporter and the issue of civil rights was inextricably bound up with the 
magazine’s goal of strengthening American democracy by fighting its 
excrescences. As a result, the magazine would always emphasize political, not 
social equality. The Reporter’s civil rights coverage was also pervaded by 
geopolitical concerns. The fact that Ascoli felt the need to remind The 
Reporter’s readers of their moral obligation, pointing out that ultimately the 
American people should not act out of fear of “the opinion of foreign peoples,” 
only serves to underscore the wide acceptance of these Cold War geopolitical 
concerns. It is unmistakable that The Reporter could not see the struggle for 
racial equality as disassociated from its effect on America’s image abroad. In its 
new role as world leader the United States served as a shining example for the 
rest of the world – a true “City Upon a Hill” – and as such, it was morally 
obliged to make itself into the most perfect example of freedom and democracy. 
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“The Courage of Prudence” 
While Northern liberals viewed the 1954 Supreme Court ruling in Brown v. 
Board of Education as an important first step toward desegregation, white 
Southerners were unwilling to accept the Court’s decision that segregation of 
the nation’s public schools was unconstitutional. The Court had not, however, 
set a timeframe for implementation. In 1955 a second ruling called for 
desegregation “with all deliberate speed,” leaving it up to Southern judges to 
decide what that meant. Frustrated by the lack of action, African-American 
parents began filing lawsuits and several judges ruled in their favor. In the wake 
of these rulings massive resistance took hold of the South. As violence erupted 
and white Citizens’ Councils opposing desegregation sprung up throughout the 
South, Northern liberals continued to praise the Brown decision, while at the 
same time calling for moderation and patience. From the start, liberals had been 
willing to accept that desegregation would be a slow process and they were 
afraid that the violence might undo the small amount of progress that had 
already been made. Many liberals, Walter A. Jackson has pointed out, 
“conceived of the process of breaking down segregation in the South as an 
educational process, in which contact between whites and blacks in schools, 
restaurants, etc. would break down psychological attitudes of whites and lead to 
greater tolerance.”  They believed that even “token or symbolic integration” was 
valuable “because it might lead white racists to overcome their fears and 
phobias, once they saw that nothing disastrous happened if one or two blacks 
entered a white school or restaurant.”39 Liberals were also convinced that school 
integration and voting rights would, with time, lead to full assimilation of 
African Americans in American society.40 This Northern liberal perspective on 
civil rights would become known as gradualism and was based on the 
conviction that, as Gunnar Myrdal had argued, American democracy itself 
guaranteed successful integration. 
As so many liberals, Ascoli believed that there were only two ways for 
African Americans to achieve full citizenship; by means of the judiciary system 
and through the right to vote: 
Negroes have been knocking on the doors of the courts seeking 
their right to knowledge and their right to travel on equal terms in 
train and bus – and the courts are acceding to these demands. But 
the Negroes must never slacken in their hard fight to exercise the 
most practical and effective right of all: the right to vote. It is the 
hardest of their fights but the most crucial. There is no doubt 
whatever that Southern politicians, even those who are normally 
the most liberal minded on national and international problems, are 
not unlike politicians everywhere: They are obedient, necessarily, 
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to the expressed will of their constituencies. They will change their 
attitude toward the Negro problem only when they are compelled 
to take into account the Southern Negro vote.41 
African Americans, Ascoli argued, were no different from other disadvantaged 
groups within American society – the Irish, the Germans, the Italians, and the 
Jews. They had to learn how to operate the system, how to become active 
participants, how to play the game. “The skill the Southern Negroes can develop 
in playing this game will allow them to reach a greater measure of equality. 
Voting cannot make them automatically equal, but will give them a chance to 
move step by step, one election after another, toward political equality.” Ascoli 
had great faith in the American political system. In his opinion African 
Americans could wield their political power by exercising their right to vote. 
“This is the way,” Ascoli wrote, “America has been made and is being made, 
thanks to the toughness and fairness of American politics.”42 It seems that 
Ascoli’s own relatively easy ascent in American society – thanks in large part to 
the backing of the Rockefeller Foundation and his wife’s considerable wealth – 
had made him a firm believer in the great American myth of the melting pot. 
Like most Northern liberals, Ascoli assumed that “the cultural differences 
among groups were much less significant than the common American culture 
that united people,” disregarding the very specific history of the African-
American people which was not, by any means, comparable to that of Irish, 
German, Italian, or Jewish Americans.43 It was not until 1967 that Ascoli 
acknowledged that African Americans “have certainly greater and meaner 
handicaps to overcome than all the other racial groups that form America.”44 
In order to prove that the vote truly formed the key to equality, The 
Reporter repeatedly pointed at the impact of the steady upsurge of the African-
American vote in the North. The great migration after World War II brought 
great numbers of African Americans to such cities as Chicago, New York, 
Philadelphia, Detroit, and Los Angeles, and the impact of their voting behavior 
was beginning to be felt. In 1956 “the Negro vote” played a decisive role in the 
presidential elections – many African-American voters switched to Eisenhower 
when Stevenson took a stand for gradualism. By 1960, The Reporter informed 
its readers that African-American voters had sent four African Americans to 
Congress, and many more served on city councils and state legislatures. In other 
words, African Americans were gaining influence and power by exercising their 
right to vote.45 Throughout its existence, The Reporter advocated judicial and 
legislative action as the solutions to the civil rights crisis. The devising, 
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discussion, and passage of the 1957 Civil Rights Act, the 1960 Civil Rights Act, 
the 1964 Civil Rights Act, and the 1965 Voting Rights Act, all of which 
reinforced the fourteenth and fifteenth amendments, received extensive 
coverage.46 
The Reporter was by no means oblivious to the fact that the prevalence 
of intimidation prevented many African Americans in the South from voting, 
and that the separate-but-equal schooling system also prevented them from 
becoming informed citizens who could effectively exercise their right to vote. In 
August 1952, for example, the magazine published an article describing the 
fear, tension, and anger brought on by bombings of voter registration facilities, 
African-American social clubs, and the homes of active NAACP members in 
Florida.47 In June 1957 the magazine published another detailed article about 
the impediments – including economic pressure, intimidation, and, in some 
cases, threats of violence – facing African-American voters in the South.48 
Articles such as these conveyed the conviction that ultimately, the strength and 
determination of African-American voters would prevail, but that it would be a 
long struggle. 
Although The Reporter was quick to denounce the Citizens’ Councils’ 
methods, the magazine also emphasized that changing the situation in the Deep 
South would require a great deal of time and patience. The Reporter’s 
December 15, 1955, issue included two articles on the situation in Mississippi – 
David Halberstam’s “A County Divided Against Itself” and William Lee 
Miller’s “Trial by Tape Recorder” – which clearly showed that white Southern 
resistance against desegregation was fierce and should not be underestimated. 
Both articles described the atmosphere of fear and conformity induced by the 
Citizens’ Councils’ methods of intimidation, slander, and economic pressure. 
Both articles also suggested that the NAACP’s efforts to continue its fight for 
desegregation were actually hurting its cause. As Halberstam pointed out, in 
Yazoo City, Mississippi, the Citizens’ Councils’ membership had increased 
considerably while that of the NAACP had fallen from about two hundred to 
sixty-five. 
A few months later, Autherine Lucy became the first African-American 
student to be admitted to the University of Alabama, after prolonged litigation 
in federal court. On the third day of classes she was faced by an angry mob of 
white people who threatened to kill her. She was subsequently suspended from 
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the university. The riot at the University of Alabama led Max Ascoli to write an 
editorial titled “The Courage of Prudence,” a call for moderation, aimed 
especially at those who “comfortably located in the North … are howling for 
Federal intervention.”49 Coercive federal action to integrate Southern 
institutions, Ascoli argued, would only play into the hands of the extremists, 
thereby delaying, and possibly even reversing, the progress African Americans 
had been making. In his editorial Ascoli expressed his admiration for Adlai 
Stevenson – the Democratic presidential candidate, who had taken a stand for a 
gradual approach arguing that “we cannot by the stroke of a pen reverse 
customs and traditions that are older than the Republic” and that “true 
integration … requires a change in the hearts and minds of men.” Stevenson had 
suggested 1963 as a target date for complete integration of the schools. 
Accompanying Max Ascoli’s editorial “The Courage of Prudence” were 
a number of articles that reinforced his message of moderation. These included 
a first-hand account of the Montgomery bus boycott by the Reverend Thomas 
R. Thrasher, who expressed the belief – prevalent in so many Reporter articles – 
that moderation and negotiation lay at the foundation of settling the stand-off 
between the African-American activists and the white Citizens’ Councils; an 
article on desegregation in New Orleans by staff writer Louisa Dalcher, who 
acknowledged that desegregation would take time and patience because it 
involved not only changing laws and practices, but also changing people’s 
thinking and attitudes; and a radio column by Eric Sevareid, who expressed his 
conviction that “any Federal use of physical, forcible measures such as some 
Negro groups seem to expect … would make matters far worse; and that full 
integration of the schools in the Deep South is not going to come for a long, 
long time.”50 
The Reporter’s call for moderation generated praise from its readers, 
most of whom felt that the magazine served as the voice of reason.51 One of The 
Reporter’s African-American readers, however, did not agree. Arthur J. Jackson 
from Philadelphia wrote that “grouped together, your articles and editorials 
concerning the racial situation in America smack of but one thing: 
appeasement.” Jackson made it very clear that he did not intend to practice 
prudence and moderation: 
The foes of desegregation are completely wrong, as wrong as was 
Hitler with his anti-Semitic policies. Since the Supreme Court 
decision, Negroes have donned seven-league boots and we intend 
to walk accordingly. We do not intend to wait until the Third 
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World War is over before we are permitted to sit anywhere on a 
bus. We want to be and shall be full citizens of the entire United 
States, not just partial citizens of some states.52 
This reaction was uncharacteristic of The Reporter’s readership, however, and 
there is no evidence in the magazine’s archives that it lost any readers due to its 
gradualist stance on civil rights. The Reporter’s archives do not contain 
subscription lists, but it can safely be assumed that the magazine’s readership 
was predominantly white. 
“Go Slow”: An Interview with William Faulkner 
As Ascoli’s editorial “The Courage of Prudence” illustrates, The Reporter 
played an important role in shaping and propagating Northern gradualism. Fear 
of violence, mob rule, and anti-American propaganda led The Reporter to urge 
its readers not to judge white Southerners too harshly. In his 1957 editorial “The 
Segregated Ballot Box,” Max Ascoli asserted: “Americans who do not happen 
to be Southerners should be thoughtful and responsible before passing judgment 
on those of their countrymen for whom segregation is a harrowing issue.”53 In 
March 1956 The Reporter published an interview that revealed the danger of 
escalation: “We publish a verbatim interview with William Faulkner in the 
belief that it is a document of great importance, revealing the terrible tensions 
that mounting racial conflict in the South are putting on those Southerners of 
good will who have always stood strongly against racial injustice. Mr. Faulkner 
sounds a warning that must be taken into account even by those who disagree 
with him.”54  
In the interview, which had been conducted by Russell Warren Howe, 
New York correspondent for the London Sunday Times, Faulkner urged African 
Americans, Northern liberals, and the government to “go slow” in order to 
evade disaster. “If we [Southern whites] are pushed by the government we shall 
become an underdog people fighting back because we can do nothing else,” 
Faulkner warned. He argued that Northerners needed to realize that the South 
needed time: “Don’t force us.” The only way for integration to work, he argued, 
was for white Southerners to believe that they were changing on their own 
initiative. Faulkner asserted that African Americans had a right to equality, but 
that they needed to be patient. If the NAACP continued to push for full 
integration of the educational system, “there could easily be another Civil War.” 
He predicted that there would be race riots: “The South is armed for revolt.… 
These white people will accept another Civil War knowing they’re going to 
lose. If the North knew the South they would know that this is not a theory or a 
moral convention which they are up against but a simple fact.”55 Faulkner 
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stressed that he was on the African Americans’ side, that he believed that their 
position was morally right, but also made it clear where his loyalties would lie if 
the situation got out of hand: 
I don’t like enforced integration any more than I like enforced 
segregation. If I have to choose between the United States 
government and Mississippi, then I’ll choose Mississippi. What 
I’m trying to do now is not have to make that decision. As long as 
there’s a middle road, all right, I’ll be on it. But if it came to 
fighting I’d fight for Mississippi against the United States even if it 
meant going out into the street and shooting Negroes.56 
What it came down to, for Faulkner, was regional loyalty: “I will go on saying 
that the Southerners are wrong and that their position is untenable, but if I have 
to make the same choice Robert E. Lee made then I’ll make it.”57 Some of 
Faulkner’s remarks reflected his belief that many African Americans in the 
South had been happy with the situation as it was. He even went as far as to 
defend the notion of “separate but equal”: “The Negro in the Deep South 
doesn’t want to mix with the white man. He likes his own school, his own 
church. Segregation doesn’t have to imply inferiority.”58 He also asserted that if 
there was to be fighting, “my Negro boys down on the plantation would fight 
against the North with me.”59 
The interview signaled a departure from Faulkner’s earlier views on 
desegregation. Having been awarded the Nobel prize in 1950, Faulkner had 
become a public figure and events in Mississippi led him to take an early, 
courageous stand for desegregation.60 As Joel Williamson, author of William 
Faulkner and Southern History (1993), has pointed out, the point of view that 
emerged from Faulkner’s 1948 novel Intruder in the Dust, as well as from his 
public statements on the issue during the early 1950s, was that desegregation 
was the only solution to the race problem, but that it would be best if white 
Southerners were allowed to take care of this themselves, without outside 
interference. Initially, Faulkner believed that white Southerners would rise to 
the occasion, but by 1956, he had come to realize that Southern whites were not 
going to take the moral high road. As violence erupted throughout the South, 
Faulkner’s “concern about the race question passed into frenzy.”61 This frenzy 
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was augmented by the riots that prevented Autherine Lucy from attending the 
University of Alabama. Faulkner believed the situation was quickly spiraling 
out of control and that slowing things down and giving white Southerners time 
to adjust was the only way to avoid escalation. 
The Reporter interview was prompted by Faulkner’s fear that Autherine 
Lucy would be killed. He was desperate to address Northern liberals as soon as 
possible and urge them to go slow. He needed a platform, fast, preferably one 
that would reach a broad audience. The interview was published in the London 
Sunday Times on March 4, 1956, and then in an extended version in The 
Reporter. Both Time and the New York Times were quick to pick up on the 
story, focusing attention on Faulkner’s more sensational comments.62 The Nobel 
Prize-winning author’s conviction that the enforcement of desegregation would 
lead to another Civil War, and his disturbing references to “armed revolt” and 
“shooting Negroes” caused a great deal of controversy. Both African-American 
and white intellectuals were quick to denounce Faulkner, pointing out that 
Southern whites were not the ones suffering violence and injustice. The Nation 
ran a parody of Faulkner’s comments consisting of imaginary interviews with 
Ernest Hemingway – who commented that “he would ‘fight for the bull-fighters 
against Mexico even if it meant going out into the streets and shooting 
Mexicans’” – Tennessee Williams – who noted that “he would fight for 
Southern belles against brutish Northerners ‘even if it meant going out into the 
streets and shooting Poles’” – and J.D. Salinger – who said that “he would 
‘fight for adolescents against adults even if it meant going out into the streets 
and shooting parents and teachers.’”63 In an accompanying editorial Carey 
McWilliams denounced the rhetoric of gradualism and moderation altogether 
and urged “the proponents of gradualism to present a program and a 
timetable.”64 In Partisan Review James Baldwin pointed out that after more than 
two hundred years of slavery and another ninety years of segregation and racial 
violence, it was clear that “going slow” was a myth. Without federal coercion 
Southern whites would never grant African Americans the equality they were 
entitled to and Faulkner’s comments showed that even moderate Southerners 
had difficulty disguising the violence that underlay their seeming willingness to 
cooperate.65 In addition to comments in other magazines, the interview also 
elicited a great many letters from Reporter readers, who expressed their shock 
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and dismay, but also congratulated the magazine for publishing an account 
which brought these extremist views into the open.66 
The Reporter was not the only platform Faulkner used to voice his plea 
to go slow – he had also published a “Letter to the North” in Life and done a 
radio interview that was picked up by NBC news – but it was the Reporter 
interview that stands out because of the volatile nature of his comments. Once 
the interview had been published, Faulkner was quick to repudiate it, accusing 
Howe of misconstruing his comments. Faulkner did not deny making these 
comments, but he did make it clear that they would not have appeared in print if 
he had been given the chance to read the interview before it was published. 
“They are statements,” he wrote in a letter to the editor, “which no sober man 
would make, nor, it seems to me, any sane man believe.”67 Howe’s response left 
no room for misinterpretation: “All the statements attributed to Mr. Faulkner 
were directly transcribed by me from verbatim shorthand notes of the interview. 
If the more Dixiecrat remarks misconstrue his thoughts, I, as an admirer of Mr. 
Faulkner’s am glad to know it. But what I set down is what he said.”68 Faulkner 
biographer Williamson has pointed out that Faulkner, who was an alcoholic, 
was under great pressure and was drinking heavily when the interview took 
place, which would explain the fact that he was much more explicit in his 
interview with Howe than he had been in his “Letter to the North.”69 Frederick 
R. Karl, another Faulkner biographer, has suggested that “the Howe interview 
had an edge of antagonism, goading, and hostility, as though the Englishman 
were seeking to provoke his subject. This note of hostility drove Faulkner crazy 
and created the context for his reply – to say something off the wall which 
Howe could then use to support what he thought all along: that every white 
Southerner, including Faulkner, was a racist at heart.”70 This explanation seems 
less appropriate since, as Carol Polsgrove has pointed out, “Howe’s published 
interview with Faulkner does have the feel of truth…. Except for the hyperbolic 
remark about shooting Negroes, the positions he takes in it are consistent with 
his remarks at other times.”71 
The interview generated a great deal of media attention for The 
Reporter. What many of these accounts neglected to point out, however, was 
that The Reporter did not agree with Faulkner. The magazine’s editors 
published the interview to expose the dangerous reasoning that had taken hold 
of white Southerners. The Reporter’s idea of gradualism was not the same as 
that expressed by Faulkner. Whereas Faulkner felt that the NAACP was moving 
too fast, from The Reporter’s perspective the NAACP’s methods formed the 
epitome of a moderate approach. The magazine’s editors realized that the court 
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decisions and legislative measures needed to be enforced and, even more 
importantly, that national leaders needed to take a stand on the issue of civil 
rights in order to help bring about tangible change as well as a change in the 
hearts and minds of those who were resisting. Thus, The Reporter was quick to 
denounce President Eisenhower for failing to step in when, at the beginning of 
the new school year, it became clear that Southern authorities were not going to 
enforce the Supreme Court’s Brown v. Board of Education decision on their 
own accord. The magazine argued that by refusing even to declare himself in 
support of the Supreme Court decision Eisenhower had become a spectator 
rather than a maker of history: “To Mr. Eisenhower the Court’s decision is 
merely something he ‘must conform to’ and try his best to carry out. ‘I think it 
makes no difference,’ he has said, ‘whether or not I endorse it.’ If it made a 
difference to him, perhaps something of that feeling would be communicated to 
the country.” The Reporter urged the president to step in and “use the influence 
of the world’s most powerful office” to persuade Southern authorities to 
cooperate.72 
This denunciation of Eisenhower does not seem congruent with the 
magazine’s support for Stevenson’s reserved stance only six months earlier. 
Walter A. Jackson has suggested that prominent liberals defended Stevenson 
because they believed it was of the utmost importance that the country elect a 
Democratic president. If Stevenson was elected, he would be able to expand 
Truman’s civil rights legislation and effect lasting progress. They were 
convinced that a moderate approach offered a better chance of a Democratic 
victory than a more activist stance.73 Given The Reporter’s support for 
Stevenson’s candidacy, it seems likely that this consideration played a role in 
the magazine’s defense of his comments. Another explanation for this shift in 
the magazine’s stance may be that by September 1956 The Reporter had come 
to realize that what was at stake here was federal authority itself. The outright 
defiance of that authority had created a situation that could potentially disrupt 
the entire nation. Above anything else, Eisenhower needed to restore order. As 
Charles Abrams pointed out in his article “What the President Could Do About 
School Desegregation,” to restore federal authority was “even more important 
to the national welfare than the desegregation decisions themselves.”74 
Although The Reporter’s editors did not expect school integration to be 
completed overnight, the Supreme Court decision did need to be enforced and 
Eisenhower needed to affirm his authority. 
In its subsequent coverage of the crisis in Little Rock, Arkansas, in 
September 1957 The Reporter criticized the president for not having taken 
action sooner. A federal district court had ordered nine African-American 
students to be admitted to Little Rock’s Central High. On the first day of school 
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Arkansas Governor Orval Faubus prevented the students from entering Central 
High by sending in the state’s National Guard. The district court subsequently 
ordered Faubus to stop his interference. He complied, but on the next day of 
school an angry mob gathered in front of Central High. The police was unable 
to control the crowd and Little Rock Mayor Woodrow Mann urged President 
Eisenhower to send in federal troops to maintain law and order. The nine 
African-American students were subsequently escorted to class by armed 
soldiers. It was Eisenhower’s failure to act as the nation’s principal leader, 
Ascoli charged, that had caused the situation to escalate: 
In his attitude toward integration the President has never deviated. 
He has never sought to influence, directly or indirectly, the 
antagonistic groups that have organized themselves in the 
Southern region. He has never brought his prestige to bear on the 
Congressional leaders of that region, or, for that matter, until lately 
on the Southern governors themselves. He has refused to act as a 
politician or as a statesman or as a spokesman for the national 
conscience. He has never used his influence with business or with 
labor or with the churches.75 
“The danger from now on,” Ascoli asserted, “is that either the will of the courts 
may be flouted over and over again or that Federal bayonets may be brought 
into other Southern communities at the call of any local demagogue on the 
make.”76 
A year later, The Reporter’s editors observed that while the situation in 
Little Rock remained explosive, the president’s attitude had not changed. In 
September 1958 a local Arkansas court ruled that the Little Rock school board 
could delay integration until 1961, arguing that while African-American 
students had the constitutional right to attend white schools, “the time has not 
come for them to enjoy that right.” When the Supreme Court overruled that 
decision, Governor Orval Faubus proceeded to close all three Little Rock public 
high schools. What bothered The Reporter’s editors was that Eisenhower still 
refused to take a stand on the issue. “The President,” The Reporter wrote, 
“speaks of ‘the solemn duty that all Americans have to comply with the final 
orders of the court,’ but he apparently fails to realize that he, as head of the 
Executive branch of our government, is supposed to provide not passive 
compliance – and it is passive, no matter how many paratroopers he may call 
out – but purposeful leadership.” This passive attitude, The Reporter warned, 
might imply to Southern authorities that the president was only following 
orders, but that he liked those orders no better than they did. The Reporter urged 
the president to change his approach.77 
The Reporter’s great concern about national unity – and about 
America’s image abroad – indicates that in advocating desegregation the 
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magazine’s primary objective was upholding the national interest. Although the 
magazine’s editors believed that segregation was morally wrong this was not, in 
their opinion, the most important principle involved. The shift from supporting 
Stevenson’s call for moderation to denouncing Eisenhower for failing to take 
action should be seen in this light. In early 1956 The Reporter believed that 
Stevenson winning the elections was in the national interest. By September of 
that year, the magazine’s editors had reached the conclusion that the national 
interest would be better served by federal intervention, not only because the 
state of the union was at stake, but also because critiques of moderation and 
gradualism had begun to appear in the foreign press. In addition, it should be 
noted that The Reporter’s critique of Eisenhower’s passivity is characteristic of 
the magazine’s coverage of the Eisenhower presidency. Max Ascoli voiced 
similar complaints about Eisenhower’s response to McCarthyism and his 
conduct of foreign affairs. 
Rise of the Civil Rights Movement 
Although The Reporter certainly paid attention to the atrocities perpetrated 
against African Americans in the South, these events led not to righteous 
indignation, but to repeated calls for gradualism. Whereas The Nation quoted 
Senator Lehman (Democrat, New York) – who noted that “the substance [of the 
situation] is that a vast number of people in the Southern states were and are 
being denied the equal protection of the laws, and were being set apart, and 
treated as pariahs in our society in access to public facilities supported by 
general tax revenues” and wondered, “Who can possibly justify the 
continuation, for one needless moment, of this intolerable discrimination, of this 
oppression?” – The Reporter counseled prudence and moderation.78 What The 
Reporter’s editors, like so many Northern liberals, failed to recognize was the 
growing impatience and frustration in the African-American community. As a 
result, these Northern liberals failed to acknowledge the rise of the civil rights 
movement. As Walter A. Jackson has pointed out, by focusing their attention on 
the massive resistance of white Southerners, Northern liberals underestimated 
the significance of the Montgomery, Alabama, bus boycott, “one of the 
important events of the century, which signaled the emergence of Negroes as 
‘an independent political force in the South.’” According to Jackson “The New 
Republic was one of the few liberal journals of opinion to cover the 
Montgomery bus boycott…. Neither Commentary, Harper’s, nor Partisan 
Review ran a single article on Martin Luther King, the bus boycott, or the SCLC 
between 1955 and 1960.”79 The Reporter and The New Republic were the only 
liberal magazines that did cover the bus boycott. 
The bus boycott was the first large-scale protest against desegregation 
in the South, where African Americans were only allowed to sit in the back of 
the bus and were forced to stand if there were not enough seats for all 
                                                     
78 McWilliams, “The Heart of the Matter,” 250. 
79 Jackson, “White Liberal Intellectuals and Civil Rights,” 105-6. 
Chapter 7 – The Reporter’s Gradualist Approach to Civil Rights 
 
273 
passengers. On December 1, 1955, Rosa Parks refused to give up her seat to a 
white passenger and was arrested for violating Montgomery’s segregation law. 
On the day of her trial African-American community leaders organized a 
boycott of the city’s busses. The boycott was supposed to last only one day, but 
it was such a success that it was decided to continue. The young minister Martin 
Luther King, Jr., emerged as the boycott’s leader and spokesperson. In 
November 1956 the Supreme Court ruled that the segregation on busses was 
unconstitutional and desegregation was implemented in December of that year. 
In March 1956 The Reporter published an account by a local white 
minister who had been involved in the negotiations between African-American 
leaders and the bus-company and city officials which had, thus far, failed to 
result in any agreements.80 The magazine clearly believed that negotiation 
formed the key to desegregation and that such drastic measures as boycotts or 
mass protests were uncalled for. Negotiation, however, meant compromise and 
what both the author of this article and the editors of The Reporter failed to 
understand was that African Americans were no longer willing to compromise. 
The article does not acknowledge this shift in attitude, the new direct-action 
methods, or the emergence of a mass movement. 
In July 1957 The Reporter published an article on Atlanta, where no 
boycott had been necessary to desegregate the public transit system and where 
the civil rights struggle had not led to a breakdown in communication. Douglass 
Cater recounted how a group of African-American ministers had challenged 
segregation in consultation with city and transit-company officials: 
Having been forewarned as to the time and place of the incident, 
the driver promptly declared the chosen bus “out of commission,” 
let anyone get off who wanted to, and then conducted the ministers 
on a nonstop tour through the city streets. A cavalcade of press and 
television cars trailed out behind the bus. After a time, the 
ministers rang the bell and climbed off, insisting on leaving by the 
forward door. The only sharp words reported that morning were 
exchanged between white spectators and some overzealous press 
photographers.81 
Although the ministers were – at their own request – arrested, nobody bothered 
to close the door of their cell. The fight was subsequently continued in the 
courts. 
This was the kind of orderly, peaceful advancement of African-
American civil rights The Reporter’s editors had envisioned for the entire 
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South. They believed that the events in Atlanta showed that progress could be 
negotiated. Atlanta, however, was exceptional in many respects. Unlike other 
areas in the South, the city had not experienced a widespread exodus to the 
North and its six African-American colleges provided strong leaders who were 
ready to voice their people’s needs. Atlanta also boasted a strong African-
American middle class which had gained respect from the white community 
through economic progress, and the Citizens’ Councils, which were dominant 
throughout the South, especially in rural areas, did not have much influence in 
Atlanta. Despite these facts, however, Cater presented Atlanta as an example, 
expressing the hope that communication between African Americans and whites 
would help bring about better race relations throughout the South.82 The 
Reporter thus focused attention on the old methods developed by the NAACP, 
not on the emergence of a new mass movement and its methods of civil 
disobedience. The Reporter did not feature any articles dealing specifically with 
the ideas of Martin Luther King or the SCLC. 
Up from Tokenism 
It was not until 1960 that The Reporter realized that the struggle for racial 
equality had entered a new phase and that African Americans were no longer 
willing to accept gradualism and moderation. What emerged was a new 
approach which was based on a “willingness to disrupt day-to-day business and 
fill the goals until demands were met” and which used “direct-action tactics 
outside the normal political channels.”83 The lunch counter sit-ins that spread 
across the South in 1960 also announced the arrival of a new generation of 
young civil rights activists who would not rest before they had equal rights in 
all areas of daily life, not just in those areas where court decisions had forced 
Southern communities to comply. Max Ascoli reflected on this new 
development in an editorial titled “Up from Tokenism.” Although Ascoli 
realized that “the Negro movement is not likely to be stopped by mass arrests or 
mass violence,” he could not help warning that “the Negro upsurge against 
tokenism … it is so passionate that it may well make much harder the 
attainment of token integration in those broad Southern areas where even a 
symbolic measure of equality is still a dream.”84 He also, once again, stressed 
that to succeed African Americans would have to struggle and compete socially, 
economically, and politically, just as other ethnic groups had done to achieve 
their equal status in American society. Although Ascoli admired their 
determination, he urged the African-American activists to use the American 
political and economic system, which, he pointed out, had been designed to 
accommodate diversity, to attain their goals. If these young African-American 
activists had been regular readers of The Reporter – which is not very likely – 
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they would probably have countered that they would certainly like to participate 
socially, politically, and economically in American society, if only they would 
be granted access. 
Ascoli’s editorial was accompanied by an article on the lunch counter 
sit-ins in Nashville, Tennessee, written by David Halberstam. The significance 
of Halberstam’s article lies in his accurate depiction of the underlying 
frustrations which formed the motivation for the young demonstrators’ actions. 
His article captured the motives and thinking of this new generation of civil 
rights activists. James Lawson, a thirty-one-year-old student who was expelled 
from Vanderbilt University Divinity School for participating in the sit-ins, told 
Halberstam that to a lot of the young African Americans “this talk of good 
progress is sheer hypocrisy.… Progress has come … but it hasn’t begun to 
touch some of the commonplaces of life that affect the Negro deeply, the 
normal, but subtle things that bite at his internal life, that he feels make him 
subhuman.”85 He and his fellow-demonstrators, Lawson explained, were “tired 
of middle-class methods of seeking our rights. The legal redress, the civil-rights 
redress, are far too slow for the demands of the time. The sit-in is a break with 
the accepted tradition of change, of legislation and the courts.”86 
Until the sit-ins began, Nashville had been a model for other Southern 
cities, a city where integration was carried out in an orderly fashion, a city 
“where white mobs were quickly and cleanly handled during school openings, 
where Negroes have voted and enjoyed justice in the courts,” and “where bus 
segregation was ended by quiet agreement between city and Negro leaders.” 
The rapid accomplishment of integration in certain crucial areas of daily life led 
white Nashvilleans to believe that the battle was over. “White consciences were 
cleansed,” Halberstam pointed out, and white Nashvilleans felt that, having 
made good progress, especially compared to other Southern communities, they 
could rest on their laurels. The sit-ins, Halberstam argued, had exploded the 
pervasive Southern myth that “the negro … is content.”87 
In this article Halberstam displayed a great deal of admiration for the 
determination and courage of the young sit-in organizers, who had, in his 
opinion, revitalized the civil rights movement. Halberstam’s poignant book-
length account of the sit-in movement, The Children (1998), is based on his 
experiences with the group of young activists he met in Nashville, while on 
assignment for The Reporter.88 
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Halberstam was one of The Reporter’s key correspondents in the South. 
In 1955 the twenty-two-year-old Halberstam found in The Reporter the first 
national outlet for his writing. A recent Harvard graduate, Halberstam was on 
the staff of the West Point, Mississippi, Daily Times Leader when The Reporter 
accepted one of his articles, describing opposition to integration in 
Mississippi.89 Max Ascoli was so impressed with the young reporter’s work that 
he wrote him an encouraging note: “As you already know, your piece will come 
out in the next issue, but I want to tell you how glad I am to have it in The 
Reporter. Nothing pleases me more than to publish good stuff by young 
writers.”90 Halberstam would become one of The Reporter’s frequent 
contributors on the desegregation crisis in the South. In the introduction to The 
Children Halberstam remarked that his first year in Mississippi was a rich one, 
in large part due to his freelance work for The Reporter. “Of several of those 
early pieces,” Halberstam wrote, “I still remain quite proud.”91 Halberstam’s 
contributions to The Reporter would eventually get him fired from the 
conservative Daily Times Leader. At the time his article on the Nashville sit-ins 
was published, Halberstam was working for the Nashville Tennessean, but he 
had been corresponding with Max Ascoli about the possibility of joining the 
Reporter staff. He wrote Ascoli that he had had job offers from newspapers in 
New York and Washington, DC – “initiated by articles in The Reporter” – but, 
he felt that “newspapers won’t be able to satisfy me. My happiest days are 
combining interpretives, facts, and writing – mostly for you.”92 Ascoli did offer 
Halberstam a position on the staff, but Halberstam eventually decided to join 
the New York Times’ Washington bureau. “This was a terribly difficult 
decision,” he wrote Ascoli. “Both opportunities were more than a young man 
could ask for, and both played to separate and very strong desires in me. 
Because I am young and because so much of my training has been in the 
newspaper business proper and because I have a lot still to learn as a straight 
reporter, I took the Times job. Simply: it was a conservative decision.”93 Four 
years later Halberstam won a Pulitzer Prize for his Vietnam War reporting. 
Clearly, The Reporter played an important role in launching Halberstam’s very 
successful career as a journalist and writer. When the magazine folded in 1968, 
Halberstam’s mother wrote Max Ascoli an appreciative note: “I can never 
forget your great kindness to my sons, David and Michael, in publishing them at 
an early age and launching them on their … writing careers.”94 
Together, Max Ascoli’s rather reserved editorial and David 
Halberstam’s glowing account reflect The Reporter’s general attitude toward 
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the sit-in demonstrations. On the one hand, there was admiration for the young 
demonstrators’ courage and the realization that their actions might stir up public 
opinion and help bring about further executive, judicial, and legislative action. 
On the other hand, The Reporter’s editors were concerned about the possible 
counter productivity of the sit-ins, which elicited a great deal of resentment 
from white Southerners, resentment which in some cases led to violence. The 
Reporter was afraid that the actions of extremists – both white and African-
American – might endanger the delicate balance that had been reached through 
communication between moderate African Americans and progressive Southern 
whites. Such communication, The Reporter believed, formed the only solution 
to the problem of race relations in the South. This point of view is revealed not 
only in Ascoli’s editorials, but also in the choice of articles The Reporter 
published. In April 1960, for example, The Reporter published excerpts from a 
speech by Florida Governor LeRoy Collins, who made an appeal for moderate 
action and reasonable solutions: 
‘The time requires intelligent, careful, thorough study of big 
problems and the reaching of solutions that are going to be 
reasonable and sound and that make good sense. We cannot let this 
matter and these issues be decided by the mob, whether they are 
made up of white people or whether they are made up of colored 
people. And we in this state have this sort of situation. We have 
extremists on one side and we have extremists on the other.… But 
where are the people in the middle? Why aren’t they talking? Why 
aren’t they working? They must start efforts that are going to bring 
about solutions if we are going to get over these problems and 
these troubles.’95 
On May 26, 1960, The Reporter’s editors were happy to report that after 
numerous sit-in demonstrations, a boycott of Nashville stores by African-
American customers, failed attempts by a biracial committee to find a solution, 
and more sit-ins which resulted in violence, it had been direct negotiations 
between African Americans and Nashville store-owners which had brought 
about the desegregation of Nashville lunch counters. “In a sense,” The Reporter 
wrote, “the episode was truly remarkable. In the past, when cities with the deep 
Southern roots like Nashville have made any move toward desegregation, the 
blame has been put on the Supreme Court, or on the Federal government, or on 
the politicians. This time the engagement was entirely local and the victory, 
fragile as it may be, went to neither side but to the community as a whole and to 
responsible citizens regardless of color.”96 
The Reporter’s readers concurred that the sit-in demonstrations should 
form the starting point for further change, but that ultimately such change could 
only be brought about by means of communication and negotiation. “Your 
editorial ‘Up from Tokenism’ and the article by David Halberstam … are such 
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eloquent statements of this city’s racial situation,” one Nashville reader raved, 
“that I can only hope that they will be widely and carefully read.”97 John A. 
Morsell, special assistant to NAACP Executive Secretary Roy Wilkins, and 
responsible, as such, for the NAACP’s public image, seized the opportunity to 
argue that ultimately, judicial and legislative action would determine the civil 
rights struggle: 
Your timely coverage … of the swelling Negro protest movement 
in the South provides an opportunity to comment on some aspects 
about which there has been much confusion. Thus, we hear much 
of the limitations of litigation and of the legislative route, which 
are said to be too slow, or outmoded, or ‘middle-class,’ whatever 
that means. There can be no disagreement as to the tremendous 
value of demonstrations such as we have been witnessing in the 
past two months in segregated public facilities in the South. These 
demonstrations not only exert a direct pressure upon the offending 
premises, they are builders of vital esprit de corps for the 
participants and they are a burning prod to the public conscience. 
But they do not spring full-blown from the Gandhian literature.… 
The popular climate which permits students to sit down in 
Southern restaurants with (thus far) no severe brutality on the part 
of the police is a product of the long line of advances gained via 
the court and in some legislatures, and through the years of 
publicity and agitation for a square deal for all, regardless of color. 
The release of spirit manifested in the Montgomery bus boycott … 
and now manifested in the sit-downs, is directly attributable to the 
new perspective on segregation introduced by a Supreme Court 
decision which for the first time declared that segregation is 
Constitutionally unacceptable. And the full fruit of victory will lie 
in judicial determinations that state power cannot lawfully be used 
to support racially discriminatory practices in facilities open to the 
public.98 
The fact that during the next stage of the civil rights struggle – the Freedom 
Rides, which began in the spring of 1961 – the young demonstrators did meet 
with violent opposition shows that Morsell may have misjudged the effect the 
Supreme Court decision had had on white Southerners. 
Civil Disobedience vs. Separatism 
The Freedom Rides were organized by CORE to challenge segregation in public 
transportation throughout the South. Despite a 1960 Supreme Court ruling 
which declared it unconstitutional, segregation in interstate bus stations was still 
common practice. The first Freedom Ride – a group of seven African 
Americans and six whites – left Washington, DC, on May 4, 1961, on two 
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public buses headed for the South. Once they reached the Deep South they were 
met with extreme violence and brutality. The publicity generated by their tactics 
produced a national outcry, which eventually led the Interstate Commerce 
Commission to issue rules prohibiting segregated transportation facilities. 
The Freedom Rides elicited another insightful article from David 
Halberstam, aptly titled “The Kids Take Over.” Halberstam – who was by this 
time working for the New York Times – pointed out that the young activists, 
who were now initiating the majority of civil rights protests, were setting a pace 
which many of the older civil rights leaders felt was inexpedient. Whereas the 
older African-American ministers, lawyers, and politicians had been used to 
operating at a measured pace, often in unison with white advisers, the young 
African-American students were “fed up with talk about cooling-off periods or 
anything else that sounds like gradualism.”99 As a result of the increasing 
disagreement about tactics, Halberstam pointed out, “the gap is widening not 
only between Negroes and white segregationists but also between Negroes and 
white Southerners who understand and support the struggle to achieve racial 
equality. As the Negro ministers spend more and more time keeping up with the 
students, they have less and less time to be influenced by their white friends and 
advisers.”100 Halberstam did not feel that this was necessarily a harmful 
development. He believed that the demonstrators were reaching their goal of 
influencing public opinion and bringing about a faster rate of change. He did 
point out, however, that it was up to Southern liberals to implement and uphold 
these changes and that it was, therefore, essential to retain their support. 
In the same June 1961 issue, The Reporter published an article in which 
Eugene V. Rostow – dean of the Yale University Law School – defended the 
Freedom Riders’ tactics. “Among Northern liberals,” Rostow noted, “there has 
been a surprising criticism of the Freedom Riders as provocative intruders, 
needlessly agitating a situation already well on its way to solution.” There were 
three reasons, Rostow argued, why such criticism was mistaken. “First,” 
Rostow pointed out, “the South is not making rapid progress in the civil rights 
field. Second, judicious intervention from outside is needed now, as it has 
always been needed, to help Southerners who believe in enforcing the 
Constitution to overcome the resistance of those who do not.”101 A third reason 
why, according to Rostow, Northern liberals should not criticize the Freedom 
Riders was that their protests were aimed at a national, not a regional audience. 
“It would be a mistake,” Rostow argued, “to think of the Freedom Rides as a 
call to eliminate racial segregation at lunch counters and toilets in bus terminals. 
They are part of a more general demand for human dignity in the wide range of 
social situations, North and South, beyond the immediate reach of the national 
government.” Rostow pointed out that discrimination went beyond segregation 
and he urged Northern liberals to refrain from “the self-righteousness of 
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considering the civil-rights problem a peculiar sin of the South. Discrimination 
against the Negro takes somewhat different forms in different parts of the 
country. But the gap between our practice and our profession is national, not 
local.” Change in conduct as well as law were needed, Rostow argued, “not 
because political forces in the North demand them, nor yet to please public 
opinion in Africa and Asia and score a point in the cold war. We are struggling 
to accomplish these social changes because we know they are right.”102 
Rostow’s article in particular was exceptional because it unreservedly 
took the side of the civil rights protesters. His outright critique of Northern 
liberals formed a break with The Reporter’s previous coverage, which not all of 
the magazine’s readers appreciated. One reader from Arlington, Virginia, 
strongly disapproved of The Reporter’s portrayal of the Freedom Riders: “There 
can surely be little doubt that we have indeed reached a crisis in the rule of 
law,” this reader wrote in reaction to Rostow’s article, “when the dean of Yale’s 
Law School gives his blessing to the activities of a group of agents 
provocateurs whose only claim to public notice is that some of them have done 
time in Federal prisons as so-called ‘conscientious objectors.’”103 The 
Reporter’s coverage of the Freedom Rides seems to indicate a shift in its stance 
on the new tactics of direct-action and civil disobedience. The struggle for racial 
equality was no longer “The Ordeal of the South” as a 1956 theme issue was 
aptly titled. 
The Reporter continued to be somewhat ambiguous, however, in its 
response to the mass demonstrations and protests that came to characterize the 
civil rights movement in the years that followed. In his “Letter from 
Birmingham Jail” – written in the spring of 1963, when he was arrested after 
having led mass demonstrations in Birmingham, Alabama – Martin Luther King 
expressed his frustration with a statement by eight white Alabama clergymen, 
who urged him to call off the protests and rely on the courts: 
For years now I have heard the word “Wait!” It rings in the ear of 
every Negro with a piercing familiarity…. We have waited for 
more than 340 years for our constitutional and God-given rights. 
The nations of Asia and Africa are moving with jet-like speed 
toward the goal of political independence, and we still creep at 
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horse and buggy pace toward the gaining of a cup of coffee at a 
lunch counter…. I have almost reached the regrettable conclusion 
that the Negro’s great stumbling block in his stride toward 
freedom is not the White Citizen’s Councilor or the Ku Klux 
Klanner, but the white moderate, who is more devoted to “order” 
than to justice; who prefers a negative peace which is the absence 
of tension to a positive peace which is the presence of justice; who 
constantly says: “I agree with you in the goal you seek, but I 
cannot agree with your methods of direct action”; who 
paternalistically believes he can set the timetable on another man’s 
freedom; who lives by a mythical concept of time and who 
constantly advises the Negro to wait for a “more convenient 
season.”104 
The Reporter agreed with King that the time for waiting had passed. Max 
Ascoli made it clear, however, that in his opinion “the rights of individuals can 
neither be denied nor won by mobs.”105 The Reporter, in other words, continued 
to argue for legislation, national leadership, communication, and negotiation. 
Economic boycotts and mass protests might be useful, but ultimately, Ascoli 
argued, such tactics would not yield any results without negotiation. In his 
editorial “The Birth of a Nation” Ascoli presented Birmingham as a symbol, a 
new beginning where communication had replaced force. Despite the mass 
arrests, beatings, fire hoses and police dogs the demonstrators had faced, 
negotiations had continued and a solution had ultimately been reached. In due 
time, Ascoli argued, African Americans would no longer need to march to 
achieve their goals; they would be able to fully participate in the democratic 
process.106 The Reporter’s theme issue “A Beginning in Birmingham” formed, 
as one reader put it, a tribute to “the American capacity for sanity and 
moderation and good will [that] lies deep under the rioting and bitterness.”107 
The rise of separatist organizations such as the Nation of Islam had 
made The Reporter’s editors realize that King’s methods of civil disobedience 
and non-violence did indeed represent a middle-ground. King’s ultimate aim 
was integration, not separation and despite his tactics of civil disobedience, he 
did believe in cooperation, both within the African-American community and 
between African Americans and white liberals. The Reporter did not approve of 
the radicalization of the civil rights movement which led to the rise of the 
Nation of Islam, Malcolm X, the Black Power movement, and the Black 
Panther Party. The Reporter’s editors did not look favorably on any form of 
extremism and did not approve of any form of action that might undermine the 
unity which they believed had achieved so much. They did not believe that 
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anything constructive could be accomplished through unlawful or violent 
action, or through what they perceived as reverse racism. 
It was probably due to its fervent disapproval of any approach that 
threatened integration and unity, that The Reporter became one of the first 
white, mainstream magazines to publish an article on the Nation of Islam.108 
The article – “Elijah in the Wilderness” – was published in The Reporter’s 
August 4, 1960, issue. The author, Nat Hentoff, had been a frequent contributor 
to The Reporter since 1955, writing mainly about jazz. The opening paragraph 
of his article made it perfectly clear that the Nation of Islam formed the opposite 
of everything The Reporter and its white liberal readers believed in. Hentoff 
cited one of the most prominent principles of the Nation of Islam: “Do not seek 
to mix your blood through racial integration.” He subsequently pointed out that 
this guideline was not part of the program of a Southern white Citizens’ 
Council, but that instead it played an important role in the teachings of Elijah 
Muhammad.109 Hentoff stressed that the Nation of Islam aimed for complete 
separation. Although this aspiration was not new – it was, Hentoff pointed out, 
very similar to the aim of Marcus Garvey’s “Back to Africa” movement of the 
1910s and 1920s – Muhammad’s Nation of Islam did have the fastest-growing 
following of any African-American organization. Despite this word of warning, 
however, Hentoff made it clear that the African-American leaders with whom 
he had discussed the matter – including the editor of the Amsterdam News, and 
prominent members of CORE and the NAACP – did not “regard the movement 
as a serious long-range threat to the kind of progress being accelerated by the 
student sit-ins and the combined efforts of the NAACP, the National Urban 
League, and Martin Luther King’s Southern Christian Leadership Conference.” 
Like the white, mainstream press, these prominent African Americans 
considered the Nation of Islam a marginal phenomenon. Separation was not 
what they had been working for and they fervently believed that African 
Americans wanted “equality, not superiority” as one of them put it. More than 
anything else, they believed, African Americans wanted to be Americans. They 
would not, in other words, be very responsive to Muhammad’s long-term vision 
of a separate African-American state. 
The breach between the NAACP’s moderate approach and the Nation of 
Islam’s separatism is further underscored by a letter to the editor from John A. 
Morsell of the NAACP. Morsell challenged Hentoff’s statement that the Nation 
of Islam had “succeeded in building the largest mass movement among Negroes 
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since Marcus Garvey,” arguing that the NAACP’s membership by far exceeded 
that of Elijah Muhammad’s organization. In response, Hentoff conceded that the 
NAACP’s membership outranked that of the Nation of Islam. However, he 
pointed out, “it certainly never occurred to me to compare the NAACP with a 
racist, separatist movement such as Muhammad’s is and Garvey’s was.”110 
In addition to being one of the first articles in the white, mainstream 
press about the Nation of Islam, Hentoff’s account was also one of the first to 
present Malcolm X as a major figure in the struggle for African-American 
rights, equality, and power.111 As Hentoff recalled in his memoir Speaking 
Freely, his interview with Malcolm X for the article about the Nation of Islam 
was the beginning of a valued friendship. When Malcolm X left the Nation of 
Islam in March 1964, Hentoff tried to elicit an exclusive interview. He proposed 
the project to The Reporter, but managing editor Robert Bingham made it clear 
that the magazine was not interested in such an interview: “I’ve mentioned the 
Black Muslim schism project to Max yesterday,” he wrote Hentoff in early 
1965, “and he indicated a measure of relief that you haven’t been able to reach 
the great man and a preference that you drop the project. We’re rather 
overstocked race-wise, and I guess he doesn’t want to devote space to this part 
of the problem when so much else needs doing.”112 The Reporter continued to 
focus attention on the efforts of such moderate organizations as the NAACP, 
unwilling to acknowledge the important role Malcolm X played in raising 
African-American consciousness. The ease with which Ascoli discarded 
Hentoff’s efforts to arrange an interview with Malcolm X was one of the final 
straws which would eventually lead to a definitive break between Hentoff and 
The Reporter in the summer of 1965.113 
White Liberals and “the Negro Problem” 
Throughout the 1950s white liberal intellectuals were convinced that their 
efforts to promote civil rights progress were appreciated by those African 
Americans whom they considered their friends and colleagues. Underneath, 
however, many African-American intellectuals had long felt that white liberals 
had failed to rise to the challenge. In 1962 the anger, frustration, and contempt 
that had been hidden beneath the surface were suddenly brought into the open 
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with the publication of James Baldwin’s “Letter from a Region in My Mind.”114 
In this essay, which was later published as The Fire Next Time, Baldwin argued 
that even those white Northerners who were of good will were ultimately 
unwilling not only to listen, but to effect any profound and lasting change.115 
Unable to grasp the depth of the despair felt by African Americans throughout 
the country and unwilling to acknowledge “the brutality with which Negroes are 
treated in this country,” white liberals failed to recognize the urgency of the 
situation.116 Not only did they continue to call for gradualism and moderation, 
they had also turned the struggle for racial equality into a regional problem, 
focusing attention primarily on the South. They had failed to examine the 
underlying mechanisms of racial bias – including their own prejudices – and the 
correlation between race and class which made it impossible to solve “the 
Negro problem” through legislation. Ultimately, they were unwilling to 
challenge the status quo. “There is simply no possibility of a real change in the 
Negro’s situation,” he wrote, “without the most radical and far-reaching 
changes in the American political and social structure. And it is clear that white 
Americans are not simply unwilling to effect these changes; they are, in the 
main, so slothful have they become, unable even to envision them.”117 Baldwin 
charged that those limited changes that had been effected – most notably the 
Supreme Court’s 1954 Brown v. Board of Education decision – would not have 
been achieved at all if it had not been for the imperative of the Cold War and 
that white liberals were more than willing to settle for tokenism. 
In his essay Baldwin objected to the liberal argument that American 
democracy and the melting pot would solve “the Negro problem” in due time. 
“The situation of the Irish a hundred years ago and the situation of the Negro 
today cannot very usefully be compared,” Baldwin wrote. “Negroes were 
brought here in chains long before the Irish ever thought of leaving Ireland; 
what manner of consolation is it to be told that immigrants arriving here – 
voluntarily – long after you did have risen far above you?”118 Baldwin charged 
that the whole notion of integration, the assumption that African Americans 
wanted to be a part of white society, was condescending. In his opinion there 
was a great deal wrong with white society and instead of urging African 
Americans to integrate, white liberals should examine those deficiencies. 
Baldwin also objected to the fact that white liberals addressed the issue as “the 
Negro problem,” which implied that this was not their problem. Race relations 
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in the United States could only be mended if white Americans were willing to 
acknowledge their fears, their guilt, and their feelings of superiority: “If we – 
and now I mean the relatively conscious whites and the relatively conscious 
blacks, who must … insist on, or create, the consciousness of others – do not 
falter in our duty now, we may be able, handful that we are, to end the racial 
nightmare and achieve our country, and change the history of the world. If we 
do not now dare everything, the fulfillment of that prophecy, re-created from the 
Bible in song by a slave, is upon us: God gave Noah the rainbow sign, No more 
water, the fire next time!119 
As Carol Polsgrove has pointed out, with his “Letter from a Region in 
My Mind” Baldwin had “broken through the wall of restraint that had kept 
Negroes from speaking their minds to whites for so long.”120 As we have seen, 
the repressive atmosphere of the 1950s kept African-American intellectuals 
from speaking up and the debate about “the Negro problem” was primarily an 
outsider’s discussion, controlled by white liberal intellectuals.121 Walter A. 
Jackson has pointed out that ninety-five percent of the articles about civil rights 
that were published in the liberal journals of opinion during the 1950s were 
written by whites.122 These journals, Jackson argued, presented “a debate among 
whites on what ought to be done about a regional problem that threatened to 
weaken the nation and hamper the solution of more important foreign and 
domestic problems.”123 
The voices featured in The Reporter were not necessarily all white, but 
they were those of moderate Northern intellectuals. Among The Reporter’s 
African-American contributors were Ralph Ellison and James Baldwin, neither 
of whom addressed the struggle for racial equality in the American South. 
Ellison wrote primarily about literature and questions of African-American 
identity and Baldwin’s articles focused on the alienation he experienced as an 
African American living abroad.124 As we have seen, Richard Wright, who 
represented a more radical perspective on racial equality, was excluded from 
The Reporter’s pages. Instead, the magazine published such moderate 
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Northerners as Sterling A. Brown, Ben Burns, and Ted Poston, as well as 
representatives of the NAACP and CORE. These writers either held views on 
racial equality that were very similar to those expressed by their white 
counterparts, or, if they did hold other views, were reserved in expressing them. 
Even when reporting directly on the situation in the South, The Reporter 
preferred to send African-American reporters from the North instead of 
publishing an authentic Southern perspective.125 It is telling that The Reporter 
counted no more than one African-American staff-member; Rudolph Ford, who 
worked for the magazine from May 1963 till The Reporter’s final issue in 1968. 
His views were not, however, reflected in The Reporter’s content. Ford was not 
an editor, but the magazine’s production manager, responsible for getting the 
magazine printed every two weeks.126 
Despite such efforts to include African-American voices, The 
Reporter’s articles were written primarily by Northerners who lived in the 
South, Northerners who traveled to the South, sometimes on special assignment 
for the magazine, or by liberal Southerners who had moved to the North. These 
included Douglass Cater, who had moved north from Alabama, and David 
Halberstam, who worked in Mississippi and Tennessee.127 Clearly, The 
Reporter’s editors did not feel that the plight of African Americans in the North 
and the South needed to necessarily be voiced by African Americans 
themselves. In 1956, for example, a young African-American writer from New 
York offered to write a rebuttal to the Faulkner interview. The editors decided 
against publishing his insightful reply because “we have said or intimated it all; 
we all feel this way, and there are no new insights or angles.”128 What the 
editors did not seem to realize was that sometimes intimating a certain point of 
view was not enough, and even if the argument was the same, an African-
American perspective still made a stronger impression. Another prominent 
example of the condescending attitude bred by The Reporter’s decision to 
publish primarily outsiders’ views was an article by Thomas R. Thrasher on the 
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Montgomery bus boycott. Instead of presenting a forum to Martin Luther King, 
Jr., or other representatives of the SCLC, The Reporter published this account 
by a white Southerner who reproached the African-American activists for their 
disinclination to negotiate and compromise.129 As a result of this outsider’s 
perspective, The Reporter failed to acknowledge the sense of urgency that 
pervaded the African-American community that led not only to new tactics of 
direct action and civil disobedience, but also to the critique expressed by James 
Baldwin.  
The Reporter’s civil rights coverage embodied many of the white liberal 
attitudes Baldwin had condemned in his essay. As we have just seen, the 
magazine had been unable to grasp the depth of the despair African Americans 
felt. Instead, The Reporter continued to call for gradualism and moderation. It 
can be argued that America’s image abroad was more important to The Reporter 
than the widespread brutality and injustice faced by African Americans in both 
the South and the North and that the Cold War served as the most important 
imperative for The Reporter’s civil rights coverage. Ultimately, The Reporter 
was indeed unwilling to challenge the status quo. The magazine continued to 
believe that integration would solve America’s race problem. 
The Reporter’s editors were unwilling, however, to accept that 
Baldwin’s comments were directed, at least in part, at them. Instead of taking 
his comments to heart, they deplored: “It is distressing to see a fine writer like 
James Baldwin compromise his own position as an artist and a critic by letting 
himself be cast as a public apostle of despair…. There is indeed no happy 
ending on the horizon, and no one should be surprised that Negroes in both 
North and South are less and less willing to wait patiently for the rights they 
feel they are entitled to now. But we ourselves are a good deal less impressed by 
the impatience of a man like James Baldwin than by that of a man like Martin 
Luther King.”130 
Baldwin would never again publish in The Reporter and, tellingly, his 
work would never again be positively reviewed in the magazine. When Tom F. 
Driver, The Reporter’s regular theater critic, wrote a positive review of 
Baldwin’s 1964 play “Blues for Mr. Charlie” – which focused on opposition not 
only between blacks and whites, but within both communities as well – The 
Reporter’s editors refused to print it.131 In 1965 they did publish an interview 
with Ralph Ellison, making it clear that his more moderate ideas were much 
more in accordance with their own. In this interview – a prepublication from 
Robert Penn Warren’s Who Speaks for the Negro? – Ellison took a stance 
against those African-American leaders who presented the African-American 
experience as mere suffering and deprivation: 
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There is a danger in … overemphasizing the extent to which 
Negroes are alienated, and in overstressing the extent to which the 
racial predicament imposes an agony upon the individual. For the 
young Negro youth this emphasis can become an excuse and a 
blinder, leading to an avoidance of individual assertion. It can 
encourage him to ignore his personal talent in favor of reducing 
himself to a generalized definition of alienation and agony. Thus is 
accomplished what the entire history of repression and 
brutalization has failed to do: the individual reduces himself to a 
cipher.132 
Ellison wanted to assert his identity in the context of American society. He 
wanted to be a part of that society. This attitude had led some of the more 
radical African-American activists to accuse him of being an “Uncle Tom.” In 
this dialogue with Robert Penn Warren, Ellison responded as follows to this 
critique: “I’ve never pretended for one minute that the injustices and limitations 
of Negro life do not exist. On the other hand, I think it’s important to recognize 
that Negroes have achieved a very rich humanity despite these restrictive 
conditions. I wish to be free not so that I can be less Negro American but so that 
I can make the term mean something even richer.”133 
There was one aspect of Baldwin’s critique which did not fully apply to 
The Reporter. Until the mid-1960s, when Northern cities were confronted with 
racial violence, Northern liberals tended to view racial discrimination as 
primarily a Southern problem. This was never true of The Reporter, however. 
Although crisis situations often forced The Reporter to focus attention on the 
South, the magazine’s coverage also included a great many articles on racial 
inequality in the North. The magazine’s editors were well aware that the North 
had its own set of racial problems – including racial discrimination in the trade 
unions and housing, and de facto segregation in the schools.134 In a 1959 
editorial Max Ascoli argued that white Northerners had no reason to be self-
satisfied about race relations. The only real difference between the North and 
the South, he pointed out, was that in the former there was “no deliberate, 
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organized will to keep the Negroes down, or, as it sometimes is said by 
Southerners, in their place.” This did not mean, however, that the North did not 
have a race problem and dealing with it would be a great deal more “costly” and 
“risky” for Northern liberals than their efforts advocating Southern compliance 
with the Supreme Court’s decision had been. These insightful comments did 
not, however, lead to the conclusion that a critical examination of the American 
political and social structure was in order. Instead, Ascoli urged Northerners not 
to turn away from the African-American community because of “the impatience 
of [its] more demagogical elements,” but to continue to cooperate with the 
moderate civil rights leaders. The editorial was aptly titled “The Bonds Shall 
Not Break.”135 Whenever possible The Reporter presented the orderly and 
orchestrated fashion in which African Americans and Northern liberals worked 
together to achieve racial equality as an example for the South.136 
With his “Letter from a Region in My Mind” James Baldwin, who had 
once featured prominently in many liberal intellectual publications, had 
become, as Carol Polsgrove put it, “the literary equivalent of Malcolm X.”137 
Many white liberals feared that his comments, like those of Malcolm X, would 
provoke a white backlash and stir up confusion and discord among African 
Americans, thus slowing down civil rights progress. There were some 
exceptions however, to whom The Reporter’s editors referred by noting: “He 
[Baldwin] has suddenly become the hero not only of many impatient Negroes 
but of a curious sect of rather masochistic white intellectuals who somehow 
love to wallow in a guilt that they scarcely have the right to claim for 
themselves.”138 Most prominent among these was Norman Podhoretz, editor of 
Commentary magazine, who acknowledged his own prejudice in “My Negro 
Problem – and Ours,” published in February 1963. Podhoretz’ essay 
emphasized the mutual hatred between African Americans and whites, which 
made him wonder whether integration was even possible: 
Everywhere we look today in the North, we find the curious 
phenomenon of white middle-class liberals … discovering that 
their abstract commitment to the cause of Negro rights will not 
stand the test of a direct confrontation. We find such people 
fleeing in droves to the suburbs as the Negro population in the 
inner city grows; and when they stay in the city we find them 
sending their children to private school rather than to the 
‘integrated’ public school in the neighborhood. We find them 
resisting the demand that gerrymandered school districts be re-
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zoned for the purpose of overcoming de facto segregation; we find 
them judiciously considering whether the Negroes (for their own 
good, of course) are not perhaps pushing too hard; we find them 
clucking their tongues over Negro militancy; we find them 
speculating on the question of whether there may not, after all, be 
something in the theory that the races are biologically different; we 
find them saying that it will take a very long time for Negroes to 
achieve full equality, no matter what anyone does; we find them 
deploring the rise of black nationalism and expressing the solemn 
hope that the leaders of the Negro community will discover ways 
of containing the impatience and incipient violence within the 
Negro ghettos.139 
In order to truly transcend color and eradicate hatred between black and white, 
Podhoretz concluded, “the wholesale merging of the two races” through 
miscegenation was the only solution.140 
Commentary had been an exponent of liberal gradualism throughout the 
1950s, much like The Reporter. Podhoretz’ essay signalled a shift in its ideas 
about the race issue, a shift from color-blind to color-conscious principles. 
Podhoretz, in an effort at consciousness raising, revealed his own deeply rooted 
racial prejudices and acknowledged not only that racial inequality was as much 
a white as an African-American problem, but also that it was a problem that 
seemed almost impossible to solve. The Reporter, on the other hand, continued 
to focus on progress and instead of focusing on the divisions between whites 
and African Americans, the magazine argued that ultimately, “the Negro 
revolution” was aimed not at independence or separation, but at “complete 
amalgamation.”141 The Reporter, of course, did not mean miscegenation, but the 
integration of African Americans through democratic means. 
In July 1963 The Reporter published a short story by Bernard Malamud, 
which bears a striking similarity to Norman Podhoretz’ “My Negro Problem – 
And Ours.” The story, titled “Black Is My Favorite Color,” was also written 
from a Jewish perspective and also included childhood memories, yet the two 
writers reached a somewhat different conclusion. Whereas Podhoretz 
emphasized the mutual hatred between black and white, Malamud portrayed a 
white man who wants to befriend and even love the African Americans who 
enter his life, but meets nothing but contempt. The theme of miscegenation also 
plays a role in Malamud’s story, but this “solution” to racial inequality is 
rejected, not by whites, but by African Americans.142 The story elicited an irate 
letter from one of The Reporter’s white Southern readers, who wrote: “Its moral 
implication is shocking. Fiction of this character is certainly not conductive to 
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the development of better relations between the races.”143 The publication of 
this short story at this particular time could be interpreted as a response to 
Podhoretz’ essay. It should be noted, however, that The Reporter published 
Malamud’s story not in the front of the book, but in the less prominent “Views 
and Reviews” section. This seems to imply that it was not meant as a political 
statement. 
Unlike The Reporter, Commentary would, in the years that followed, 
increasingly open its pages to different perspectives.144 In late 1963, for 
example, Commentary organized a round-table discussion on “Liberalism and 
the Negro.”145 In his introduction Podhoretz noted that American liberals were 
now divided in two schools of thought when it came to the problem of race 
relations. On the one hand, there were those liberals who continued to believe in 
integration, which entailed “the gradual absorption of deserving Negroes one by 
one into white society.”146 On the other hand, there were those who maintained 
that “the Negro community as a whole has been crippled by three hundred years 
of slavery and persecution and that the simple removal of legal and other 
barriers to the advancement of individual Negroes can therefore only result in 
what is derisively called ‘tokenism.’ This school of thought,” Podhoretz pointed 
out, “insists that radical measures are now needed to overcome the Negro’s 
inherited disabilities.”147 Such measures included “preferential treatment” – 
later to be called affirmative action – which would bring African Americans up 
to a point where they could begin to compete on equal terms with whites. 
The Reporter clearly belonged to the first school of thought. The 
magazine remained convinced that the system worked. Clearly, what irked The 
Reporter most about Baldwin’s critique – which he voiced in even fiercer terms 
in the Commentary roundtable – was his denunciation of the American political, 
social, and economic system. Baldwin argued that there were, in effect, two 
systems and that the lofty ideals of the white system did not apply to African 
Americans. “You and I around this table,” Baldwin noted, “may agree that our 
institutions are really working to liberate the Negroes. But the Negroes don’t 
believe it. And given their history, given their experience and their actual 
situation, they have no reason to believe it.”148 During this debate Baldwin 
denounced white liberals even more directly, referring to their efforts to help 
African Americans “into the light” as an “affliction.”149 Liberals, Baldwin 
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charged, did not understand the black experience. “The liberal assumption,” he 
argued, “is that once you arrive at a certain level of social and economic status 
in American life, there’s nothing left to worry about.”150 
Although the white liberals who participated in this roundtable 
discussion did not agree with Baldwin, they were at least willing to engage in a 
discussion with him. The Reporter never offered a platform to the more radical 
representatives of the African-American community. Nor did the magazine 
stage the type of intellectual debate on the sociological and psychological 
implications of race relations that was featured in such intellectual magazines as 
Commentary and Partisan Review. The Reporter focused primarily on practical 
solutions. As a result, the magazine failed to acknowledge the correlation 
between race and class, a problem which called into question not only the 
notion of integration, but the entire social, economic, and political foundation of 
American society. 
One exception is an insightful 1959 article by Marya Mannes, on the de 
facto segregation of New York City’s public schools. Mannes described how 
ghettoization and the white exodus to the suburbs had resulted in intrinsically 
inferior schools in the city’s African-American and Puerto Rican 
neighborhoods. Complaints about the state of Harlem’s public schools, Mannes 
pointed out, had been filed with the board of education at regular intervals since 
1934, but it was not until the late 1950s that African Americans gained enough 
political and social strength to force the school board to act. In September 1958 
a number of African-American parents took their children out of school, forcing 
the issue into the courts. Mannes’ perceptive article showed that the problems 
went far deeper than a mere difference in the quality of education. Harlem 
schools had to deal with a great number of social problems which were absent 
in white neighborhoods.151 Mannes spent a number of weeks visiting Harlem 
schools and interviewing all parties concerned. In her article she presented both 
the parents’ position – that their children were getting an inferior education and 
were, therefore, unable to move on to higher education – and the educators’ and 
school board’s opinion – that these students were limited by their background 
and their social surroundings, but that they would be able to overcome these 
limitations with time, as other minorities had done.152 Because it was such a 
complex issue, Mannes warned, the fight over the de facto segregation of 
Harlem schools could potentially upset the relationship between the African-
American community and white liberals who had thus far been fighting racial 
discrimination in New York collectively. The Reporter thus called attention to 
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the correlation between race and class and to the impending division between 
African Americans and white liberals long before Commentary’s debate on 
“Liberalism and the Negro.” 
The accompanying editorial, however, demonstrated that Mannes’ 
article was indeed an exception and that The Reporter was not prepared to 
advocate drastic measures to alleviate the limitations African Americans faced. 
Northern liberals, Ascoli argued, should continue to support the “more 
enlightened and responsible Negroes.” He urged his fellow liberals that “with 
those men, we who happen to be white and who are their friends must not lose 
contact.” Clearly, Ascoli saw integration as the solution to the Northern race 
problem, referring once again to the notion of the melting pot. All groups in 
American society, Ascoli argued, were “equals in the sense that the chance of 
self-improvement is open to all those who can overcome the varying handicaps 
of the groups to which they belong.”153 Clearly, he was convinced that African 
Americans in the North already had access to all the legal, political, and 
economic means needed to overcome their “handicaps.” 
The issue’s cover conveyed this same sense of hope. It sported a 
beautiful woodblock cover which displayed, in different shades of reddish-
brown, an African-American schoolgirl, clutching her books, surrounded by a 
group of white girls. The scene bears great resemblance to the famous Little 
Rock photographs of an African-American schoolgirl surrounded by angry 
white students shaking their fists and yelling at her and the cover was, 
appropriately, engraved by illustrator Frederic Marvin in the town of Little 
Rock, Arkansas. The difference, however, between this scene and the events in 
Little Rock, is that the white girls seem to be looking at the African-American 
girl with genuine interest and curiosity, not hostility.154 
Black Power: Riots and Violence 
As the 1960s progressed, The Reporter grew more and more concerned about 
the more militant and violent outgrowths of the civil rights movement. When 
race riots broke out in the North it was no longer possible to present racial 
violence as a regional problem. The widespread urban unrest was caused by a 
discrepancy between rising expectations among the disenfranchised living in the 
inner cities, inspired by civil rights reform, and the persistent poverty they 
experienced. As Mary L. Dudziak has noted, “systematic segregation and 
disenfranchisement over so many years had affected labor patterns, causing race 
and class in America to be correlated.”155 
Instead of addressing this correlation, The Reporter continued to focus 
attention on progress and unity. The July 1964 riot in Rochester, New York, 
was one of the first uprisings which foreshadowed the widespread urban 
violence of the latter half of the decade. The Reporter did not cover the riot 
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directly, but returned to Rochester a year later, to evaluate the situation. As the 
article by Jules Witcover – “Rochester Braces for Another July” – indicates, 
The Reporter believed that African-American discontent and impatience could 
be abated through improved communication between the city and the African-
American community, the development of concrete action programs, and, 
perhaps most importantly, strong leadership within the African-American 
community itself, dedicated to solving problems and airing grievances through 
peaceful means. The city’s civil rights groups, Witcover charged, had not only 
failed to lead, they had also failed to cooperate with the Rochester city council. 
As a result, Witcover warned, the “deep and explosive … resentment” which 
had caused the violence remained and might once again erupt as the hottest days 
of summer approached. “What Rochester needs now,” Witcover asserted, “as 
temperatures and tensions rise, is responsible talk and thoughtful listening.”156 
The 1964 uprising in Rochester was among the first of many, 
culminating in a wave of racial confrontations in the summer of 1967, which 
escalated into full-scale race riots in New York City; Newark, New Jersey; 
Cleveland, Ohio; Washington, DC; Chicago; Atlanta; and Detroit. In August 
1967 Max Ascoli devoted an editorial to these riots, making it clear that he 
refused to lose faith in “the capacity of Americans as a whole, and most 
particularly our Negro fellow citizens, to halt the trends of hatred.”157 While 
Ascoli denounced the Black Power movement, he praised the reactions of such 
moderate civil rights leaders as Martin Luther King, Roy Wilkins (of the 
NAACP), Whitney Young (of the National Urban League), and A. Philip 
Randolph (of the AFL-CIO). “One thing has to be made unmistakably clear,” 
Ascoli asserted, “these Black Power characters are not representative of our 
Negro fellow citizens.” Once again, Ascoli denounced all extremists, both 
African-American and white. “Hatred,” he argued, “must never be answered by 
hatred.” What is missing from Ascoli’s account is the realization that the 
situation called for thorough self-examination on the part of all white 
Americans. Clearly, this was a step Ascoli was unwilling to take. Instead, he 
talked about “restraint,” “sympathy,” and “charity,” arguing that white 
Americans had an obligation to act for those who could no longer be counted on 
to act with restraint. This was, of course, exactly the kind of patronizing attitude 
against which the Black Power militants were rebelling.158 
The Reporter was certainly not blind to the underlying problems which 
had caused racial violence to erupt. In the eyes of the magazine’s editors, 
however, hatred and violence could only hurt the ultimate goal of integration. 
Instead, in its subsequent coverage of the cities that had been struck by racial 
violence, The Reporter continued to stress practical solutions. In November 
1966 The Reporter had published an article on the work of the Metro North 
Citizens’ Committee in East Harlem, which, the editors argued, demonstrated 
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“what can be accomplished when the people of a decaying neighborhood are 
helped to help themselves.”159 As the author, George R. Metcalf, noted: “If East 
Harlem, with its complex social patterns, can demonstrate that its people can 
prepare and execute plans in co-operation with government and private groups, 
it will provide convincing evidence that the urban poor have something to 
contribute to democracy.”160 Despite these efforts race riots broke out in East 
Harlem in the summer of 1967. 
In January 1968 The Reporter published an article on the personal 
initiative and leadership displayed by Ted Watkins, a resident of the South 
Central Los Angeles neighborhood Watts, which had been the scene of a major 
race riot in 1965. The article – appropriately titled “Watkins of Watts: What 
One Man Can Do” – praised Watkins’ efforts to reach the community’s young 
people and keep them off the streets through an assortment of programs and 
initiatives. As the author, Wesley Marx, noted these initiatives had not 
transformed Watts overnight. It was still a potentially explosive neighborhood. 
“Crediting any one man with the responsibility for defusing such a charged 
environment,” Marx observed, “is a risky exercise.” However, he asserted, 
“Watkins has shown how a community beset by poverty and alienation can be 
organized to conduct ambitious programs in social improvement.”161 In other 
words, the situation was by no means hopeless and progress was a distinct 
possibility. That was exactly the message The Reporter wanted to get across. 
No matter how hopeless the situation might seem, The Reporter 
continued to propose practical solutions. In February 1968, for example, the 
magazine published an analysis of the causes of the 1967 Detroit race riot. The 
author, Irving J. Rubin, argued that the measures proposed by the McCone and 
the Kerner Commissions, which focused on housing, education, and jobs, failed 
to address the much more complex underlying problems. Rubin pointed out that 
most of the rioters were not unemployed and even owned their own houses. In 
other words, basic material needs were not the problem. “The riots,” Rubin 
continued, “were an outburst of frustration over unmet demands for dignity and 
for economic and political power. They were a tragic, violent, but 
understandable declaration of manhood and an insistence that Negroes be able 
to participate in and control their own destinies and community affairs.” Rubin, 
proceeded to provide a nine-point list with specific actions which needed to be 
taken in addition to anti-poverty measures, in order to convince African 
Americans that equality of opportunity was more than an empty promise.162 
At the same time, The Reporter continued to turn the spotlight on signs 
of progress, announcing in its March 7, 1968, issue: 
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For some time we’ve been told that the days of joint white and 
black efforts toward justice through law are over and that the black 
militants are in command. This obituary of the civil-rights 
movement is premature. While violence in the cities has held the 
headlines, steady progress has been made without fanfare in the 
job of registering Negroes to vote, in strengthening their political 
and economic organizations, and in supporting welfare and 
tenants’ groups in the slums.163 
Until its final issue in June 1968, The Reporter would continue to highlight the 
achievements of traditional civil rights advocacy organizations such as the 
NAACP. The Reporter’s March 1968 look at civil rights progress elicited high 
praise from John A. Morsell, assistant executive director of the NAACP, who 
complimented The Reporter on its “tradition of providing perspective instead of 
hysteria,” pointing out that the magazine’s “sober chronicle of steady work, 
unflagging inspiration, and persistent courage” was a “badly needed antidote” 
against the prevailing attitude that the civil rights movement was dead.164 
The assassination of Martin Luther King on April 4, 1968, elicited a 
final editorial comment on the issue of civil rights before The Reporter’s 
folding two months later. The editors’ comments revolved around one 
overarching ideal: Unity. “From its earliest beginnings,” they wrote, “the 
challenge of our nation, born out of oppression and won in blood, has been to 
make one out of many. The drama of our national destiny has ever centered on 
the struggle between union and separatism, between the ideal of one America 
and the reality of many and incomparably diverse Americans.” Martin Luther 
King, The Reporter’s editors continued, had embodied this ideal of national 
unity. The force that killed him, they argued, was that of disunity, of extremism, 
of violent separatism. They urged their readers to continue to fight these forces 
through legislative action. “Above all,” they argued, “there is the need for more 
of us, in public and private life, to join in the battle for the minds and hearts of 
our own people – a people more varied than any modern nation has tried to 
assimilate … Now that he is dead,” they wondered, “will we recognize that the 
battlefield is in every heart and that the issue, vital for every American, is still 
the preservation of ‘Liberty and Union … one and inseparable!’?”165 
Like most liberals, The Reporter’s editors continued to believe in 
progress and the perfectibility of society. Throughout its existence The Reporter 
held firm to the belief that a moderate approach, working within the political 
and legal system, would ultimately ensure equality for all American citizens. 
Although The Reporter was correct in predicting that during the decades 
following World War II great changes would occur in American race relations, 
the magazine underestimated both the massive resistance these changes would 
elicit in the South and the vehemence of prejudice and discrimination in the 
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North. It can be argued that The Reporter did not truly acknowledge the 
magnitude of America’s race problem. Although the magazine’s editors were 
aware of the underlying mechanisms of racial bias that prevented African 
Americans from gaining access to the opportunities American society ostensibly 
offered all its citizens, they were not prepared to accept the argument that 
drastic measures – including changes in the American democratic, legal, and 
economic system – were necessary to alleviate these deficiencies. They were 
unwilling to accept that, as the Kerner Commission concluded in 1968, “our 
nation is moving toward two societies, one black, one white – separate and 
unequal.”166 The Reporter was convinced that the 1954 and 1955 Supreme 
Court decisions, banning segregation in public schools and other public 
facilities, the 1964 Civil Rights Act, which prohibited discrimination in 
employment and in public facilities such as restaurants, hotels, and theaters, the 
1965 Voting Rights Act, and the 1968 Fair Housing Act, provided African 
Americans with full access to American society. 
Despite such shortcomings, The Reporter did make an important 
contribution to Americans’ – and foreigners’ – understanding of the civil rights 
struggle. The size of its circulation and the fact that it reached more politicians 
than intellectuals meant that the impact of its civil rights coverage on the 
general public exceeded that of such other liberal magazines as Commentary, 
Partisan Review, The New Leader, The Nation, and The New Republic. The 
Reporter printed many first-hand accounts and insightful analyses, often 
covering situations that had thus far been overlooked by the media.167 The 
magazine’s legacy lives on through these articles, a number of which were 
recently included in the Library of America anthology Reporting Civil Rights. 
The first volume, covering the years 1941-1963, includes two of David 
Halberstam’s articles: “A Good City Gone Ugly,” a sympathetic account of the 
underlying frustrations that gave rise to the sit-in movement, and “‘Good 
Jelly’s’ Last Stand,” about an old-fashioned African-American political boss in 
Nashville, who, by offering his services to the city’s white power structure, was 
thwarting the civil rights struggle. In addition, this volume includes Bettye Rice 
Hughes’ “A Negro Tourist in Dixie,” a first-hand account of the situation in the 
Deep South after the Freedom Riders had left, and Hannah Lees’ “The Not-
Buying Power of Philadelphia’s Negroes,” which recounted how African 
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Americans in Philadelphia applied the techniques of the Montgomery bus 
boycott to persuade local companies to hire more African Americans. 
The second volume, covering the years 1963-1973, includes only one 
Reporter article: “A Southern City With Northern Problems” by Hunter S. 
Thompson. Tellingly, this article is somewhat uncharacteristic of The 
Reporter’s overall stance on civil rights. Whereas The Reporter usually focused 
on progress and preferred to present positive examples, this article on 
Louisville, Kentucky, demonstrates that the desegregation of public facilities 
had not solved the city’s race problem. “What is apparent in Louisville,” 
Thompson noted, “is that the Negro has won a few crucial battles, but instead of 
making the breakthrough he expected, he has come up against segregation’s 
second front, where the problems are not mobs and unjust laws but customs and 
traditions.” As was the case in many Northern cities, racial prejudice had 
engendered “white flight,” de facto segregation, and a “white power structure” 
anxious to maintain “the status quo.”168 The selection of this particular article 
and the other articles included in this volume of the Library of America series 
clearly indicate that in its assessment of the race problem The Reporter had, by 
1963, been surpassed by such new additions to American journalism as 
Ramparts, The Village Voice, The New York Review of Books, and Esquire. 
What these articles do not reflect is The Reporter’s preoccupation with 
the international implications of the civil rights struggle. As we have seen, these 
international implications formed a recurrent theme that lay at the foundation of 
all of the magazine’s civil rights coverage. Ultimately, then, the magazine’s 
civil rights coverage can only be understood in the context of its all-
encompassing Cold War concerns. The Reporter formed an important platform 
for the point of view that domestic and foreign affairs were intricately 
connected and that the issue of race had great impact on America’s image 
abroad. It can be argued that The Reporter not only reflected this view, but also 
helped shape it. The notion that domestic and foreign affairs were inextricably 
connected was one of its founding principles and as we have seen, the magazine 
played an important role in the US government’s efforts to shape the narrative 
of US race relations and project a story of progress. As Mary L. Dudziak has 
pointed out, this Cold War imperative played an important role in effecting civil 
rights reform, yet it also “limited the field of vision to formal equality, to 
opening the doors of opportunity, and away from a broader critique of the 
American economic and political system.”169 This certainly applies to The 
Reporter’s coverage of civil rights. Once legal equality had been achieved and 
the image of American democracy had been safeguarded, the magazine’s 
commitment to civil rights reform was eclipsed by other concerns, most notably 
the Vietnam War. 
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 Chapter 8 – Shaping Cold War Mentality 
Founded explicitly as a new magazine for the post-war era, The Reporter 
quickly became a Cold War magazine. Throughout its existence – spanning the 
period from the explosion of the first Soviet atom bomb and the conversion of 
China into a People’s Republic to the height of anti-Vietnam War protests – The 
Reporter served as a barometer of the worldwide American struggle with 
Communism. More importantly, however, it played an active role in producing 
Cold War attitudes and shaping perceptions of the Soviet Union and 
totalitarianism as opposed to American freedom and democracy. Although The 
Reporter was certainly not the only magazine of its time to advocate American 
exceptionalism and denounce the evils of totalitarianism, there were a number 
of characteristics that set it apart. Firstly, The Reporter was the only liberal 
magazine to actually come out of the experiences of World War II and to make 
the defense of freedom its principal reason for being.1 Secondly, unlike such 
intellectual journals as The Nation, The New Republic, The New Leader, and 
Commentary, The Reporter did not serve primarily as an outlet for different 
intellectual opinions and a platform for discussion. Instead, it had a very clear 
editorial line, conveyed principally through Max Ascoli’s editorials. Thirdly, 
The Reporter aimed to influence public opinion as well as government policy. 
Its readership extended far beyond New York intellectual circles, including 
policymakers and intelligence officers in Washington, DC, as well as a wider 
audience of active and responsible citizens. These characteristics combined to 
make The Reporter a powerful tool in the clash of ideologies that was the Cold 
War. As a magazine with a very specific purpose The Reporter was not only 
imbued with the spirit of the times, but played an active role in shaping it.  
This chapter explores the question how The Reporter helped shape 
American Cold War mentality. It examines, first of all, how the magazine’s 
Cold War rhetoric – manifested most explicitly in Max Ascoli’s editorials – set 
up a dichotomy between the Soviet Union and the United States. The 
magazine’s in-depth coverage of life in the Soviet Union and the Satellite States 
and its striking Cold War covers served a similar purpose. Its comprehensive 
coverage of the hotbeds of international Communism – in Europe, Asia, Latin 
America, Africa, and the Middle East – emphasized the threat of Communist 
expansion. The Reporter did not believe that the Soviet Union and the United 
States could peacefully coexist, a conviction that in 1958 led the magazine to 
urge US government officials to draw the line at Berlin. This chapter also 
examines The Reporter’s portrayal of Communist China. Although the 
magazine displayed an early recognition of the Sino-Soviet split, it did portray 
Communist China as at least as big a threat as the Soviet Union. The final part 
                                                     
1 Commentary had been founded in 1945, but this liberal intellectual magazine, published by the 
American Jewish Committee, cannot be characterized as a Cold War magazine per se. Unlike The 
Reporter, which devoted itself to the cause of defending freedom, Commentary served primarily 
as a platform for ideological debate. 
Part III – The Reporter – A Cold War Magazine 
 
302 
of this chapter explores the role The Reporter played in promoting the 
containment doctrine and the domino theory, thus shaping the mindset that led 
the United States into Vietnam. The themes and case studies examined in this 
chapter are those to which The Reporter itself gave high priority by publishing 
editorials, special theme issues, and articles written by high profile contributors. 
These are topics which received not only in-depth coverage in The Reporter’s 
pages, but on which the magazine explicitly took a stance. As such, they 
illustrate that in The Reporter’s Cold War coverage there was, at times, little 
distinction between reporting and propaganda. 
Cold War Rhetoric 
As we have seen in earlier chapters, The Reporter’s editors tried to distinguish 
the new magazine from the existing newsmagazines and journals of opinion by 
purposefully denouncing both the clichéd and superficial coverage of world 
affairs, which in their opinion was characteristic of the newsmagazines, and the 
subjective, opinionated reporting which they felt characterized the traditional 
journals of opinion. Expressing this sentiment in The Reporter’s prospectus, the 
magazine’s founders referred specifically to the topic of Cold War rhetoric: 
“We assume that we are not alone in thinking that Communism, the most 
dogmatic of all opponents, can be fought only by free and uncluttered minds. 
We assume that a large number of Americans are as tired as we are of clichés 
and stereotypes, and as anxious as we are to have the major problems of our day 
analyzed and reported in such a way that nothing is taken for granted, not even 
the righteousness of our democratic position and the wickedness of our 
Communist opponents.”2 Despite such noble sentiments, however, The Reporter 
was certainly not objective in its Cold War coverage. It is, in fact, best 
characterized as a magazine not of opinions, but of causes. One of these causes 
was to convince the American public of the imminent threat posed by 
international Communism, in order to persuade US policymakers to devise a 
more effective strategy for dealing with the Soviet Union. 
The Reporter’s choice of topics, the powerful imagery of its covers, the 
selection of its staff writers and contributors, and the angles these writers and 
contributors chose for their articles all emanated an unmistakable anti-
Communist world view. It was Max Ascoli, however, who set the tone with the 
fierce anti-Communist rhetoric of his editorials. Ascoli’s anti-Communism 
stemmed from his conviction that any totalitarian regime which curtailed and 
even destroyed its citizens’ freedom and civil liberties was morally 
reprehensible. During the early years of The Reporter’s existence – a time when 
journalists, intellectuals, and government officials were trying to determine 
what shape this new conflict would take – Ascoli set the course for The 
Reporter’s Cold War coverage, portraying Communism as slavery, a system of 
                                                     
2 “Prospectus for The Reporter: A Fortnightly of Facts and Ideas,” prospectus, April 1949, box 4, 
folder 8, MAC. 
Chapter 8 – Shaping Cold War Mentality 
 
303 
oppression which forced people to relinquish their free will. In an editorial 
devoted to “The Soviet Man,” Ascoli pointed out that people living under a 
Soviet regime were “so conditioned as to have no sense of what active freedom 
means.” Echoing the four freedoms as formulated by President Franklin D. 
Roosevelt, Ascoli argued that these people were unfamiliar with freedom of 
expression and freedom of religion and could not “even remotely grasp … the 
idea that the individual may have a range of independence, recognized by the 
state, within which he can cultivate his privacy.” Freedom from want and 
freedom from fear were even more unfamiliar to these Soviet citizens. “The 
Soviet regime,” Ascoli argued, “could not survive if the Soviet man were ever 
to be relieved from the obsession of fear and want. If he could ever achieve the 
negative freedoms, he would start longing for the positive ones.”3 
Ascoli refused to use the term “Cold War” to describe the struggle 
between Communism and democracy. Instead, he preferred to speak of a “world 
civil war,” arguing that it was not so much a geopolitical or an ideological 
conflict, but “an attack by slaves – sometimes self-made slaves – on all men 
who … want to exert a measure of control over their own destiny.”4 Ascoli’s 
use of the term “world civil war” is suggestive not only of a “one world” ideal, 
but also evokes the American Civil War. Standing strong together, Ascoli 
argued, the united nations of the world could withstand Soviet enslavement and 
save those countries that had already fallen prey to the Soviet secessionists. 
Ascoli felt that the term “Cold War” was a cliché and did not accurately 
describe the depth and breadth of the conflict between democracy and 
Communism.5 He maintained that the term “Cold War” allowed for only two 
possible scenarios; a division of the world into two power blocs separated by a 
string of neutral states, or an all-out “hot” war. In Ascoli’s eyes neither of these 
scenarios offered a viable solution. Total war would mean destruction as well as 
American responsibility to rebuild the Russia it had destroyed, and appeasement 
was impossible due to the ideological differences between the Soviet Union and 
the United States. Negotiating or coexisting with the Communists, who believed 
that the whole world would soon belong to them due to the laws of history, was 
not an option. In a June 1950 editorial Ascoli characterized Communism as 
“hell endured for the sake of a sham heaven.”6 As we will see further on in this 
chapter, Ascoli’s interpretation of Communism as “hell” was expounded in The 
Reporter’s coverage of life in the Soviet Union itself and in the Soviet satellites. 
The Marxist conception of history, the dogmatic belief in capitalism’s 
inevitable doom, was a topic to which Ascoli frequently returned in his 
editorials. The Soviets, Ascoli argued, were waiting for a future which would 
not come. In an editorial titled “We and They,” published in May 1949, Ascoli 
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presented the following prescient analysis of the conflict between democracy 
and Communism: “We and they are really no match for each other. They are 
bound to over-extend themselves and to get bogged down in the unending 
struggle with the people of the satellite countries of eastern Europe and of Asia, 
for they cannot help making their predominance over these people more and 
more crushing.” The United States could hasten this overextension by taking a 
firm stand: “We are … beginning to learn how to use our power within our 
means. If our course remains firm we can … let them run their own course. For 
all world empires and, above all, all dictatorships ultimately die by suicide.”7 
Ascoli continually urged American diplomats and policymakers to take 
the initiative in the struggle with Communism. Although he refused to take the 
Soviets’ blind faith in the predetermined course of history seriously, he did 
express genuine concern about the resulting Soviet strategies. Their belief that 
ultimately capitalism would defeat itself made the Soviets patient. This 
patience, Ascoli argued, gave them the upper hand because it enabled them to 
take their time, weakening the world’s democracies from the inside out instead 
of overtaking them by force. Ascoli repeatedly pointed out that the United 
States’ failure to take the initiative played into the Soviets’ hands. In order to 
halt the rising tide of international Communism, the United States needed to 
develop a strong foreign policy and a propaganda effort to match. The Marshall 
Plan, Ascoli pointed out, had been a good start. Economic recovery had 
strengthened the European democracies, making them less susceptible to 
Communist influence. The immense success of this American effort, Ascoli 
argued, had proven the fallacy of the Soviets’ belief in the inevitable doom of 
capitalism.8 Ascoli emphasized that the United States needed to counter Soviet 
propaganda by showing that it was not an imperialist power and that its foreign 
policy operated on the basis of independence, not force, and that unlike the 
Soviet Union, the United States did not try to impose its own political and 
economic system on foreign countries.9 The United States, Ascoli asserted, 
could not escape its international responsibility. In November 1949 – shortly 
after it had been announced that the Soviet Union had developed an atomic 
bomb and that Mao had proclaimed the People’s Republic of China – he 
observed: “These events, all foreseen, all happening somewhat ahead of 
schedule, all carry the same message: Our country cannot gain any total or 
partial dispensation from world leadership. … We are in the business of world 
politics for keeps.”10 
Ascoli used his editorials to set up a distinct contrast between 
democracy and Communism, potraying the Soviet Union as a “remorseless 
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enemy,” bent on destroying democracy and conquering the world.11 The United 
States, on the other hand, did not want colonies, satellites, or spheres of 
influence; it only wanted to serve as an example for the rest of the world. This 
basic assumption about the innate divergence between democracy and 
Communism would form the basis for The Reporter’s Cold War stance 
throughout its nineteen-year existence. This black-and-white portrayal of the 
Soviet Union and the United States may seem naïve, but in the case of The 
Reporter it served a very specific purpose: the fierce anti-Communist rhetoric 
was intended to promote a more forceful American policy. It should be pointed 
out, however, that as a new American who had made a conscious decision to 
make the United States his new home, Ascoli himself was a firm believer in 
American democracy. In later years Ascoli often returned to the principles he 
had formulated in his early editorials, and although the specific events he 
discussed changed over the years, his basic ideas and assumptions about 
international Communism did not. 
The Reporter and Liberal Anti-Communism 
The Reporter was by no means alone in portraying Communism as immoral, an 
ideology bent on the enslavement and indoctrination of all those under its reign 
and, ultimately, on world domination. The Reporter was certainly not the only 
magazine to publish fierce anti-Communist rhetoric. It should, in fact, be 
pointed out that the conception of Communism as a totalitarian system of 
slavery, aggressive and monolithic in character had been consolidated before 
the publication of The Reporter’s first issue in 1949. The intellectual 
community surrounding such magazines as Partisan Review, The New Leader, 
Politics, and Commentary, known as the New York Intellectuals, played a 
crucial role in shaping post-war liberal anti-Communism and shaping American 
perceptions of the Soviet Union. These intellectuals shared a common history 
that dated back to the 1930s, when, feeling alienated from American society, 
they had turned to radical socialism and Communism.12 Although most New 
York Intellectuals had denounced Stalinism by the late 1930s, many remained 
confirmed Marxists and Trotskyists. In the wake of World War II these 
intellectuals denounced their radical pasts and moved toward the center, 
redefining American liberalism in the process. These intellectuals thus played a 
pivotal role in setting the tone for the debates about Communism and the Soviet 
Union that characterized the post-war years.13 
                                                     
11 His editorial “We and They” (May 24, 1949) is a case in point. See also “The World Civil War” 
(May 9, 1950). 
12 This alienation was due, in part, to their background as second-generation immigrants and, in 
part, to their disappointment with the American political and economic system during the 
depression era. 
13 In recent years, many booklength studies on the New York Intellectuals have been published. 
These include: Alexander Bloom, Prodigal Sons: The New York Intellectuals and Their World 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1986); Terry A. Cooney, The Rise of the New York 
Intellectuals: Partisan Review and Its Circle (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1986); 
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In order to determine The Reporter’s role in shaping Cold War 
mentality, it is important to explore the distinctions – in function, objectives, 
readership, ideological background, and in the networks surrounding them – 
between The Reporter and the magazines that served as platforms for these New 
York Intellectuals.14 It should be noted, firstly, that unlike such magazines as 
Partisan Review, The New Leader, and Commentary, The Reporter did not 
publish symposia or intellectual debates on ideological questions. Although a 
number of New York Intellectuals – including Dwight Macdonald, Lionel and 
Diana Trilling, Alfred Kazin, Mary McCarthy, Irving Howe, Nathan Glazer, 
and Norman Podhoretz – were published in the magazine, their contributions 
were incidental and consisted primarily of reviews, not essays. It can be argued 
that these New York Intellectuals never saw The Reporter as the forum for their 
principal discussions and exchanges. The magazine did not serve as a platform 
for a tightly-knit community of intellectuals. In fact, the intellectual community 
was not its primary audience at all. From the very beginning, The Reporter’s 
network of contributors, advisers, sources, and other useful contacts, revolved 
around Washington’s political elite, not around the New York Intellectuals. 
This basic principle did not change when the magazine’s headquarters moved to 
New York. As Hugh Wilford has noted, The New Leader was also valued as a 
source for expert opinions by policymakers in Washington, DC.15 What set The 
Reporter, apart, however, was the fact that the magazine had been founded with 
the explicit purpose to inform and help shape government policy. As we have 
seen in earlier chapters, the magazine was successful in achieving this aim. The 
magazine not only provided background information and expert opinions, but 
also offered government officials a platform for voicing their opinions and 
policy proposals. It is telling that The Reporter prided itself in its Washington 
readership more than it did in its intellectual readership.16 
                                                                                                                                  
Alan Wald, The New York Intellectuals: The Rise and Decline of the Anti-Stalinist Left from the 
1930s to the 1980s (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 1987); Neil Jumonville, 
Critical Crossings: The New York Intellectuals in Postwar America (Berkeley, CA: University of 
California Press, 1991); Hugh Wilford, The New York Intellectuals: From Vanguard to Institution 
(Manchester, UK: Manchester University Press, 1995); Tity de Vries, Complexe consensus: 
Amerikaanse en Nederlandse intellectuelen in debat over politiek en cultuur 1945-1960 
(Hilversum: Verloren, 1996). 
14 Hugh Wilford in particular has focused attention on the magazines that served as platforms for 
the New York intellectual community. In his study The New York Intellectuals, he examined the 
history of the New York Intellectuals through three magazines that served as important platforms 
for this community: Partisan Review, Politics, and Encounter. In “Playing the CIA’s Tune? The 
New Leader and the Cultural Cold War,” he explored The New Leader’s role as a platform for the 
New York Intellectuals. Hugh Wilford, “Playing the CIA’s Tune? The New Leader and the 
Cultural Cold War,” Diplomatic History 27, no. 1 (January 2003), 15-34. 
15 Wilford, “Playing the CIA’s Tune?,” 28. 
16 See for example: MA, “A Report to Our Readers,” The Reporter 24, no. 1 (January 5, 1961), 14 
and “What Makes Up America’s Mind?” information packet for potential advertisers, n.d. 
[1956?], box 5, folder 3, MAC. As we have seen, The Reporter, which was aimed at opinion 
leaders in business, law, education, science, government, and mass communication, had an 
exceptionally high circulation in Washington, DC. 
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Max Ascoli himself was never part of the New York Intellectual 
community. Although he actively participated in intellectual debate about 
democracy and totalitarianism during the 1930s and 1940s, his network of 
connections, forged through the Rockefeller Foundation, consisted primarily of 
prominent New Deal liberals at the United Nations and the State Department. 
Ascoli’s background set him apart from the New York Intellectuals, many of 
whom turned to radical socialism and Communism during the era of the Great 
Depression. For Ascoli, however, this was the time when he was first 
introduced to American democracy, which, in comparison to Italian Fascism, 
seemed the epitome of freedom. Instead of turning away from American 
democracy, he had made a conscious decision, at the age of thirty-three, to 
make the United States his new home. Like Ascoli, The Reporter did not have 
to account for a radical past. From the start is was a fresh, untainted platform for 
the new, forceful anti-Communist liberalism that emerged in the wake of World 
War II. The magazine was able, therefore, to denounce Senator McCarthy, 
maintain that domestic Communism did not pose a serious threat to American 
security, and acknowledge both the difference between Fascism and 
Communism and the Sino-Soviet rift, without having to apologize or 
compensate for its own radical past.17 
The ideological differences between The Reporter and the New York 
Intellectuals are best illustrated by the magazine’s response to the publication of 
The God that Failed, a collection of essays in which a group of prominent 
intellectuals described their conversion to and subsequent disillusionment with 
Communism.18 These ex-Communists claimed that they were indispensable in 
the fight against Communism, because they were the only ones who actually 
knew what Communism was all about.19 Richard Crossman, the editor of The 
God that Failed, even went as far as to say that “no one who has not wrestled 
with Communism as a philosophy and Communists as political opponents can 
really understand the values of Western Democracy.”20 In response, The 
Reporter published an article – titled “What Can Ex-Communists Do?” – in 
which Isaac Deutscher took the ex-Communists to task for their unrelenting and 
uncompromising anti-Communism and their lack of detachment which made 
them, in his opinion, “ill suited for any political activity.”21 The ex-Communist, 
he argued, had become an “inverted Stalinist,” who “brings to this job the lack 
of scruple, the narrow-mindedness, the disregard for truth, and the intense 
hatred with which Stalinism had imbued him. … He continues to see the world 
                                                     
17 The New Leader, for example, did consistently portray Communism as monolithic and 
essentially identical to Fascism. The New Leader was also confused about McCarthyism and 
played an active role in portraying domestic Communism as evil and dangerous. See: Wilford, 
“Playing the CIA’s Tune?,” 21-28.   
18 The international group of ex-communist intellectuals – writers and journalists – consisted of 
Arthur Koestler, Ignazio Silone, Richard Wright, André Gide, Louis Fischer, and Stephen 
Spender. 
19 Richard Crossman, ed., The God that Failed (London: Hamish Hamilton, 1950), 7. 
20 Ibid., 16. 
21 Isaac Deutscher, “What Can Ex-Communists Do?,” The Reporter 2, no. 9 (April 25, 1950), 8. 
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in white and black, but now the colors are differently distributed. As a 
Communist he saw no difference between Fascists and social democrats. As an 
anti-Communist he sees no difference between Nazism and Communism.”22 
Deutscher’s article was accompanied by an editorial comment written by Max 
Ascoli, who himself had very strong feelings on this topic. 
In his introduction to The God that Failed, Richard Crossman argued 
that all six contributors had been “premature anti-Fascists.” He pointed out that 
they wanted to fight Fascism and to do so, “all of them – after tortured struggles 
of conscience – chose Communism because they had lost faith in democracy.”23 
Crossman argued that this group experienced “terrible loneliness,” because they 
“understood Fascism and tried to fight it before it was respectable to do so.” 
This loneliness, which turned into “a despair of western values,” led to their 
conversion to Communism.24 It is not hard to imagine why Max Ascoli was 
affronted by this line of reasoning. He himself had been a “premature anti-
Fascist,” but he had never been tempted by Communism. To him, this was not a 
logical progression at all, and he felt that these Communist converts had taken 
the easy way out. Instead of trying to reform and reinforce democracy, they had 
decided to turn away from freedom. The idea of sacrificing democracy because 
freedom proved too demanding and complex, went against everything Max 
Ascoli believed in and The Reporter stood for.  
Now that they had broken with the Party, Ascoli pointed out, these 
former Communists tried to find a sense of purpose and fulfillment in the 
defense of the exact values of freedom and democracy which they at one time 
had chosen to abandon. Ascoli – who referred to them as political DPs, 
displaced persons – argued that these former Communists seemed “never to be 
at ease, never quite reconciled to the values of which they have become 
guardians.” Unfortunately, Ascoli pointed out, in their fight for democracy these 
ex-Communists continued to employ the disconcerting Communist practice of 
accusing their former friends, thus serving as “public prosecutors who can ruin 
or save all of our reputations.”25 
The reason why Ascoli accompanied Deutscher’s article with an 
editorial comment was that, unlike Deutscher, he did not feel that these ex-
Communists should be excluded from participation in the political arena. Of all 
people, Ascoli argued, these ex-Communists should understand what freedom is 
– it was, after all, a lack of freedom which made them revolt against 
Communism. They needed to stop looking at the Cold War as a fight against 
Communism, and start looking at it as a fight for freedom and democracy. In 
other words, the ex-Communists should not retreat to their watchtowers, as 
Deutscher proposed, but join the fight and use their experience to strengthen the 
values of freedom and democracy, in order to overcome the oppression of 
                                                     
22 Ibid., 7. 
23 Crossman, The God that Failed, 9-10. 
24 Ibid., 10. 
25 MA, “Our Political D.P.’s,” The Reporter 2, no. 9 (April 25, 1950), 10. 
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totalitarianism. Ascoli, in other words, wanted the former Communists to 
become true defenders of these values, without reserve, confusion, or hesitation. 
As we have seen, The Reporter emerged at a time when the discourse of 
anti-Communism had already taken shape. Many of the convictions that took a 
central role in Cold War discourse – that Communism equalled totalitarianism, 
that Stalin had imperialistic ambitions, and that Communism was a monolithic, 
Soviet-led world movement – actually predated the Cold War. Terms such as 
“totalitarian,” “slavery,” and “aggression” were introduced before The Reporter 
even arrived on the scene.26 The Reporter may not have played as big a role as 
The New Leader in shaping this Cold War discourse, it certainly played an 
important role in extending the anti-Communist language and ideas to a wider 
audience. In 1955, The Reporter, with a circulation of 106,653, reached an 
audience of opinion leaders and informed citizens that far exceeded the 28,000 
readers who considered The New Leader their principal platform for intellectual 
discourse. The Reporter thus made an important contribution to instilling its 
perception of the Cold War and the Soviet Union in the hearts and minds of the 
American people. By insisting that international Communism posed direct 
threat to the survival of freedom and democracy, The Reporter helped create a 
situation that called for forceful US action. The Reporter emerged at a time 
when conceptualization was giving way to implementation.27 The focus was 
shifting from shaping discourse to shaping policy and the pursuit of a forceful 
American policy combining containment and psychological warfare became 
The Reporter’s primary objective. Because it had been set up explicitly for this 
purpose and because it was surrounded by an extensive network of government 
contacts, The Reporter was, to an even greater extent than The New Leader, 
involved in the formulation and execution of Cold War policy.28 
Life Behind the Iron Curtain 
To illustrate the conviction that Communism equaled slavery The Reporter 
published many articles that gave its readers a sense of what life was like behind 
the Iron Curtain, in the Soviet Union and the Eastern European satellite states. 
In August 1949, a whole issue of the magazine was devoted to “The Soviet 
Man.” This issue focused on the ordinary people living under the Soviet regime, 
demonstrating The Reporter’s belief that the Communist ideology was evil, but 
not the Russian people. “This Russian issue of ours,” the editors explained, “is 
not part of the current literature of hatred and fear.”29 The articles in this issue 
were not ominous analyses of Soviet strategy and ideology, but tried “to see the 
                                                     
26 See: Wilford, “Playing the CIA’s Tune?,” 19-22. 
27 For a detailed discussion of this shift from conceptualization to implementation see: Frank 
Ninkovich, Modernity and Power: A History of the Domino Theory in the Twentieth Century 
(Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 1994). 
28 The Reporter’s consistent advocacy of a forceful American propaganda effort and its 
involvement in Cold War covert operations will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 9 
(Propaganda, Policy, and Covert Operations). 
29 “Dear Reader,” The Reporter 1, no. 9 (August 16, 1949), 40. 
Part III – The Reporter – A Cold War Magazine 
 
310 
Soviet regime through the human beings it has molded.”30 It can be argued that 
all of these articles – which focused on the way the Soviet Union dehumanized 
and indoctrinated its citizens – served a specific propaganda purpose. The 
magazine’s editors made an effort to publish only articles by contributors who 
could draw on their own first hand experience, thus emphasizing the validity of 
their accounts. The articles did not, however, present different points of view. 
Instead, they conveyed, intentionally or unintentionally, the sense that the 
Soviet people had been indoctrinated to such an extent that they no longer had a 
will of their own.31 
During the Stalinist era and in the years following Stalin’s death in 
1953 it was impossible for the American media to have correspondents 
stationed in the Soviet Union. The KGB, the Soviet security and intelligence 
agency, had barred all official correspondents and the big newspapers, 
magazines, and television stations had dismantled their Moscow bureaus. The 
Reporter, therefore, had to rely on those who were able to get the required visas 
to travel to the Soviet Union and on those who had lived or worked there 
before, or during the early years of the Cold War. “To a great extent everything 
concerning this subject has to be guesswork,” the editors conceded in March 
1955.32 The magazine’s key expert and regular contributor on Soviet affairs was 
Isaac Deutscher, a Polish-born journalist who had traveled extensively in the 
Soviet Union before emigrating to London in 1939. Between 1949 and 1961 
Deutscher contributed a total of fifty-nine articles, most of them devoted to 
interpretations of Soviet politics and Soviet strategy. Deutscher joined The 
Reporter as a frequent contributor in 1949, around the same time his Stalin: A 
Political Biography was published. After the publication of this seminal work 
Deutscher was soon recognized as an authority on Soviet affairs. Subsequently, 
the publication of his three-volume biography of Trotsky – The Prophet Armed 
(1954), The Prophet Unarmed (1959) and The Prophet Outcast (1963) – 
established his reputation as the historian of the Russian revolution. His writing 
for magazines such as The Reporter and the publication of a number of books 
on the development of the Soviet Union further enhanced Deutscher’s 
reputation as an expert on Soviet affairs.33 Deutscher’s article for the “Soviet 
                                                     
30 MA, “The Soviet Man,” The Reporter 1, no. 9 (August 16, 1949), 2. 
31 The issue included an article on Soviet schooling and the indoctrination to which students were 
subjected (George Fischer, “My Soviet School Days”); an analysis of the way the Soviet regime 
manipulated the masses through persuasion and coercion (“The Soviet Ward Healers”); and 
examples of the American vices which were part of this indocrtination campaign (“From the 
Agitator’s Handbook…”). The front and back cover of this “Soviet Man” issue carried pen and 
ink drawings of a Soviet agitator at work. Each picture showed an agitator wagging his finger at a 
different group of people; schoolchildren, farmers, factory workers, soldiers, musicians, and 
overseers in a labor camp. The final picture, depicting the Kremlin, made it clear that all of these 
people were not only being ruled, but also controlled by Moscow. 
32 “Who- What- Why-,” The Reporter 12, no. 5 (March 10, 1955), 10. 
33 Deutscher, who resided in London, was widely published in Europe. Before he became a 
contributor to The Reporter he had been on the editorial staff of The Economist and The Observer. 
In addition to Isaac Deutscher, the experts on Soviet affairs featured in The Reporter included 
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Man” issue was his first contribution to The Reporter. It was based on 
interviews he conducted at the end of World War II with groups of Soviet 
citizens in West-German displaced persons camps. Deutscher was disturbed by 
the younger generation’s lack of understanding of the idea of freedom. This was 
a generation which had grown up with the official Soviet version of Russian 
history, brainwashed into believing that the victims of Stalin’s purges had all 
been traitors, and that it was possible to have free elections with only one party. 
On the surface, he concluded, there were no signs of discontent or resistance. 
Deutscher was convinced that beneath the surface feelings of discontent and 
resistance subsisted, but Soviet repression of any sign of deviation was fierce.34 
The illustrations accompanying Deutscher’s article attested this point. They 
depicted Stalin pulling the strings of a puppet – gagged and bound – which 
clearly represented Russia’s intelligentsia. 
The Russian people, all of the articles in this special issue implied, had 
been so thoroughly indoctrinated, or intimidated, that Western voices could no 
longer reach them. In his accompanying editorial Max Ascoli pointed out that 
American propaganda did not reach the Soviet citizen, and that American 
actions and intentions were distorted to such an extent by the Soviet apparatus 
that the Soviet citizen had “no choice but to hate us.”35 Despite this fact, 
however, Ascoli did place a great deal of hope in the Russian people. Ascoli 
believed that they would have to be the ones to overthrow the Soviet regime, 
because neither total war nor appeasement was a viable alternative. The United 
States needed to reach these oppressed people and if propaganda could not 
reach them, American policymakers would have to find another way to convey 
the country’s ideology and the strength and persistence of its opposition to the 
Soviet regime. “The Soviet people,” Ascoli insisted, were eager “to reach a 
degree of freedom from fear and from want. … This anxiety is unexpressed and 
– under the present conditions – inexpressible. But it is there, and it is destined 
to grow, the more torturing the control of the regime becomes.” Although it was 
impossible to tell what form this anxiety would take and when and how it would 
erupt, Ascoli argued that above all “the Soviet man must be made to sense that 
we have no intention of waging war on him,” and “that above all we rely on his 
indestructible humanity.”36 Despite Ascoli’s attempt at optimism, however, the 
feeling with which The Reporter’s “Soviet Man” issue leaves the reader is one 
of hopelessness. The American people had to resign themselves to the fact that 
there was nothing they could do for their Soviet counterparts. 
This theme issue on “The Soviet Man” formed the basis for The 
Reporter’s subsequent coverage of life in the Soviet Union. All of the ideas 
expressed in the contributions to this special issue – the belief that the Russian 
people alone could change their situation, the hope that manifestations of 
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unguided and unorganized anxiety and ferment would result in actual revolt, the 
fear that Soviet indoctrination would prove too overwhelming for such a result, 
and the general sense of hopelessness that there was nothing Americans could 
do to accelerate and facilitate this process – resurfaced over and over again in 
The Reporter’s pages throughout the magazine’s existence.37 
After Khrushchev’s denunciation of Stalin in 1956 the tension between 
the Soviet Union and the United States diminished somewhat. Visitors from the 
West were once again allowed to enter the Soviet Union and The Reporter 
could once more publish first-hand impressions of life in the Soviet Union. 
Exemplary of The Reporter’s attitude toward life in post-Stalinist Russia, was a 
1960 article by Marya Mannes. In this article – “Dialogue of a Tourist in 
Russia” – Mannes described the dialogue between two inner voices. While the 
first voice registered the dismal circumstances of life in the Soviet Union, the 
second voice tried to keep an open mind, arguing that things were really not that 
bad. No matter how hard she tried though, Mannes’ article conveyed a distinctly 
negative impression. In her description of the view from her hotel in Moscow 
such terms and expressions as “terrible loneliness,” “identical,” “without life,” 
“inhuman desolation,” and “monotony” featured prominently. Soviet life was 
even more “dismaying” than this first glimpse might have led her to suspect. 
Public places in Moscow, she soon discovered, were dimly lit, which made 
them “forlorn and joyless,” as well as stuffy and devoid of oxygen. The people 
themselves were “gray with weariness” and rarely smiled. “I have,” she 
concluded after walking the streets of Moscow and Leningrad, “not seen a 
society so devoid of beauty or the manifestation of joy, so monolithically drab 
as these people appear to be.” “Visual beauty,” Mannes asserted, “died with the 
Czars.” It did not serve a purpose in Soviet society. Soviet culture, in her 
opinion, lacked imagination, vitality, and innovation. She denounced the 
“deadly moralism” of Soviet painting, sculpture, and architecture. “By and 
large,” she concluded, “Soviet culture lives off its own fat. Superb as their 
execution of ballet may be, professionally healthy as their theater productions 
can be, brilliant as their performing musicians are, the forward movement seems 
to have come to a halt decades ago.”38 Mannes was confident, however, that 
things would eventually change for the better. “I cannot believe,” she wrote in 
the final paragraph of her article, “that this degree of enclosure can be forever 
sustained. Too many Russians must be too intelligent to nourish themselves 
indefinitely on the synthetic food of dogma, too talented to find in technology 
their only expression. … A direct and meeting gaze in the eyes of some 
Russians gave me the feeling that within them, too, a constant dialogue goes 
on.”39 
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Mannes’ article was exemplary of The Reporter’s attitude toward life in 
the post-Stalinist Soviet Union. To underscore its argument that the Russian 
people would be much better of in a democracy their lives needed to be 
portrayed as dreary and unfulfilling. One exception was a March 1956 account 
by Canadian journalist I. Norman Smith, who had accompanied Lester B. 
Pearson, Canada’s Secretary of State, on a trip to the Soviet Union. Very 
different from Marya Mannes’ observations, Smith had been impressed by the 
vitality and pride of the Russian people. “I got the feeling,” Smith wrote, “that 
here was a people with more individuality, more spirit, more pride in country, 
better health, and greater energy than I had been led to believe.” Although 
Smith had been impressed by Soviet power and progress, his account was by no 
means a defense of Communism. “I loathe it in mind, heart, and soul,” he 
wrote.40 He wanted to make it clear, however, that unwillingness to accept the 
truth about Soviet power and progress was a common failing both in Canada 
and the United States. Underestimating the Soviets’ economic and military 
strength, Smith pointed out, could be harmful and dangerous. 
This article represents the other side of The Reporter’s attitude toward 
the Soviet Union, which was consistently portrayed as a powerful nation and an 
economic and military force to be reckoned with. With hindsight, it can be 
argued that this was a defect in The Reporter’s coverage. It should be pointed 
out, however, that the magazine’s editors were forced to base their 
interpretations on the information available and the only information that was 
available had been provided by the Soviet Union’s propaganda agencies. Even 
when the Soviet Union did once again become accessible to foreigners, 
journalists such as Marya Mannes, and I. Norman Smith, and government 
officials such as Secretary of State Lester B. Pearson were allowed to visit only 
certain parts of the country. Aside from Moscow and Leningrad, the only sites 
open to outside visitors were created specifically for the purpose of projecting 
the illusion of prosperity and general welfare. There were model towns, model 
schools, and even model prison camps. The Soviet leaders were experts at 
misleading the West by providing false reports about Soviet economic 
development and Soviet military strength. It was not until the advent of aerial 
and satellite photography that the West got an inkling of the true state of Soviet 
military affairs, and it was not until the arrival of perestroika that the extent of 
the Soviet Union’s economic malaise became clear. The Reporter was certainly 
not alone in overestimating the Soviet Union’s economic and military power. 
Clearly, The Reporter’s Cold War coverage was shaped to a large extent 
by the opposing propaganda efforts of the Soviet Union and the United States. 
Although its subtitle – a magazine of facts and ideas – suggested otherwise, The 
Reporter’s portrayal of the Soviet Union was in actuality based on preconceived 
notions and carefully selected facts. 
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The Satellite States 
Before the magazine shifted its attention to Southeast-Asia in the 1960s, the 
satellite states of Eastern Europe featured prominently in The Reporter’s pages 
as examples of the expansion of Soviet power and influence. The situation in 
these satellite states served as an example of what Communism was capable of 
and what it had in store for the rest of the world if the West should fail to 
counter it effectively. 
The Reporter recognized that the state of affairs in these satellite states 
was somewhat different from the situation in the Soviet Union itself. The 
magazine’s editors believed that, unlike the Soviet people, who had been so 
effectively indoctrinated that they had become immune to any Western 
propaganda, the inhabitants of these Eastern European states could still be 
saved. Their countries had not yet been completely sealed off from outside 
influences and they could still be reached by American propaganda efforts such 
as the Voice of America (VOA) and Radio Free Europe (RFE). 
In January 1950 The Reporter devoted a special issue to “The Soviet 
Satellites.” The issue’s cover set the tone for its contents. It displayed a star-
shaped tear in a grayish map of Eastern Europe, revealing a view of the Kremlin 
glowing fiercely red as if lit by fire, or by a particularly intense sunset. This 
cover clearly illustrated the conviction that the satellite countries were being 
ruled by Moscow. In his editorial Ascoli defined the difference between allies 
and satellites: “Our government intervenes in the economies of western 
European nations to help them become independent of us in the shortest 
possible time. The Russians relentlessly subordinate the satellite economies to 
their own national interests.” It was the United States’ responsibility, Ascoli 
argued, to bring the people of Eastern Europe true democracy and 
independence. The Marshall Plan, which was improving conditions in Western 
Europe, was a first step towards this goal. The discrepancy between their own 
situation and that of the West European countries would force the people of 
Eastern Europe “to realize the wretched oppression under which they have 
fallen.” Ascoli maintained that if the United States could convince both the 
people of Western and of Eastern Europe that its policy was “determined not by 
sheer antagonism to Russia but by the deliberate will to give the European 
continent independence and peace,” its influence would become “unchallenged 
and irresistible.”41 
The articles in this special issue – all of which were accompanied by a 
small illustration showing a sickle cutting off the heads of a row of tiny men, as 
if they were stalks of grain – portrayed the consolidation of Soviet power in 
Eastern Europe. An important contribution came from Nicholas Nyárádi, the 
former Hungarian Minister of Finance. Nyárádi had been the only Cabinet 
Minister to vote for participation in the Marshall Plan. Before hastily leaving 
Hungary in November 1948 he “witnessed the beginnings of Russia’s regular 
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and systematic spoliation of the nations in its orbit.” In his article Nyárádi 
compared the economic ties linking the Soviet Union to its Eastern European 
satellites to the tentacles of an octopus. He argued that the Council of Mutual 
Economic Assistance, which had been set up to counter the Marshall Plan, 
served only “as a thin camouflage for a most ruthless form of colonial 
exploitation.”42 Nyárádi maintained that the Soviets’ economic interference in 
Eastern Europe bore a striking resemblance to the Nazis’ “New Order,” with the 
exception that the Soviets wanted end products in exchange for their own raw 
materials, the exact opposite of the Nazis’ scheme.43 
The “Soviet Satellites” issue also included a contribution by 
accomplished war correspondent Marguerite Higgins. At the time, Higgins was 
Berlin bureau chief for the New York Herald Tribune. In her article she 
described the security, military, economic, and ideological measures the Soviets 
were taking to reinforce their control over the satellite states and turn them into 
a buffer area against the West. They had abandoned all pretenses at national 
independence and representative democracy and were closing the borders, 
putting up barbed wire, watchtowers, and minefields to stop refugees from 
getting out. The Soviets were, in other words, “turning the figurative Iron 
Curtain into a literal one.” At the same time, the authorities initiated a wave of 
forced deportations, removing “ideologically unreliable elements” from the 
vulnerable borders of the satellite territories.44 Much like Nyárádi’s account, 
Higgins’ description of these deportations and purges emphasized the 
similarities between the Soviet and Nazi regimes. At least three million people 
had been deported from the satellite countries and Western Russia since the end 
of World War II, many of them Jews and other minorities. Most of these people, 
Higgins pointed out, had been sent to work camps in the uninhabitable parts of 
the Soviet Union.45 Higgins argued that all of these measures were taken to 
subvert and weaken the satellite states from the inside out, until they would 
voluntarily ask for formal affiliation with the Soviets. Once the satellites did so 
of their own accord, the Soviets could use them as a true buffer against the 
West, without having to fear revolt.46 Higgins’ article was accompanied by a 
large illustration depicting Soviet strategy. The image showed the upper-half of 
the globe in the guise of a chessboard. Two large hands, protruding from cuffs 
displaying a hammer and sickle, were directing an advance on Eastern Europe. 
To further underscore the Soviet Union’s totalitarian characteristics and 
expansionist intentions, The Reporter presented a list of promises on the future 
of Poland, taken from the Yalta and Potsdam agreements, and placed them 
opposite the actual events of the immediate post-war years. Although The 
Reporter did not distort the facts, which were presented in a seemingly 
objective fashion, this summary of events powerfully projected the impression 
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that the Soviets were solely responsible for the consolidation of the Cold War. 
The editors thus deliberately used facts to underscore the magazine’s editorial 
line. Clearly, the reasoning behind this was that such a summary of facts was 
more effective in getting the message across than any article or editorial.47 
Despite their oftentimes grim interpretation of Soviet strategy, the 
articles in this issue on the “Soviet Satellites” did not depict an altogether 
hopeless situation. Unlike the Russian people, the citizens of these satellite 
countries still had the power and the will to resist. In his article on the Soviets’ 
economic exploitation of Eastern Europe, Nicholas Nyárádi pointed out that, 
“contrary to the popular and facile impression in the West that the Sovietization 
of the satellites is a fait accompli, this process is far from being completed.” In 
fact, he argued, “the illusion that it has been completed plays into Soviet hands, 
undermines anti-Soviet morale in the satellite countries, and generally weakens 
the position of the West in the cold war.”48 
Fred Hechinger, a special correspondent for the New York Herald 
Tribune and the Washington Post, took this argument even further, pointing out 
that it was a lack of American initiative which had enabled the Soviets to build 
their empire of satellites so swiftly after the end of World War II. Hechinger 
blamed both the naiveté of American liberals and the defeatism of American 
conservatives for the paralysis of American initiative. The liberals, he charged, 
had naively assumed that “the magic word ‘democracy’ would fight its own 
battle,” only to see the term annexed and exploited by the Soviets. Whereas the 
liberals thought active support of democratic elements within the satellite 
countries was unnecessary because democratic propaganda could inspire the 
Eastern Europeans to free themselves, the conservatives simply assumed that 
the iron curtain had been drawn and that “everyone in a responsible position 
behind it was either a Communist or a fellow traveller.” The American 
conservatives, Hechinger pointed out, had lumped socialism and Communism 
together, failing to realize “that white and black are unusual colors in the 
spectrum of European power politics,” a lack of realism which had enabled the 
Soviet Union to consolidate its power in the satellite states. “These defeatists,” 
as Hechinger referred to the American conservatives, “imagined the Iron 
Curtain before it really existed. They gave Russia a green light in Eastern 
Europe by saying in effect that democracy had been written off before it had 
actually died. The theory of an inevitable Iron Curtain helped make the Iron 
Curtain inevitable.”49 
The United States, in other words, needed to make a real effort to 
challenge and reverse the consolidation of Soviet influence in Eastern Europe, 
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preferably by means of a powerful propaganda effort. In its emphasis on the 
importance of American propaganda, this particular issue on “The Soviet 
Satellites” exemplifies The Reporter’s approach not just to the situation in the 
satellite states, but to the struggle between the Soviet Union and the United 
States in general. The Reporter would continue to stress that in this ideological 
struggle propaganda was America’s most powerful weapon.50 
Cold War Covers 
The Reporter’s covers also played an important role in shaping the American 
perception of the Soviet Union and the satellite states. More than anything else 
its full-color covers set The Reporter apart from the intellectual journals of 
opinion. These covers, which often drew compliments from the magazine’s 
readers, were usually very colorful, depicting “exotic” – Asian, Middle-Eastern, 
Latin-American, and African – scenery and people, as well as colorful images 
of European cities. In contrast, the covers representing the Soviet Union and the 
satellite states were usually very stark and threatening. 
The cover for The Reporter’s November 9, 1961, issue is a case in 
point. It prominently displayed the headline “The New Soviet Strategy,” with a 
nighttime view of the Kremlin underneath. The buildings were painted in red 
and brown, with bright red onion-domes and a red star on one of the spires – all 
of this in stark contrast with the backdrop, which was painted black, with shades 
of blue. Due to blood-red accents the image was pervaded with a sense of 
apprehension. A March 1962 cover presented an even bleaker outlook on the 
Soviet Union, portraying the outline of the Kremlin, in black, against a dark, 
brownish-red sky. The stark colors, and the spectral portrayal of the ultimate 
symbol of Soviet power, made this an image of inevitable doom. A few months 
later, in May 1962, The Reporter published another powerful image of Soviet 
power. Underneath the headline “Coexistence as the Soviets See It,” this cover 
depicted three Soviet missile-launching tanks in stark green, purple, and red, 
against a light green background underneath a bright-red sky. The tank in the 
foreground has its missile pointing in the air, ready to be launched, while the 
other two tanks are edging closer. There are tiny figures on the tanks, but the 
machines look very big in comparison. In fact, the people on the tanks only 
make the machines and the weapons they carry look bigger and more menacing. 
 Although The Reporter’s covers usually portrayed the Soviet Union as 
an evil empire, there were exceptions. The cover for the April 1957 issue on 
“Russia: People Under Pressure,” for example, depicted the Kremlin in a more 
appealing manner. There was nothing stark or threatening about this image, a 
beautiful pen-and-ink sketch with bright blotches of red, blue, and green on a 
white background. This particular cover seemed to suggest the beauty and 
strength of the Soviet people, setting up a dichotomy between the country itself 
and its Soviet rulers. In July 1958 The Reporter published a similar cover to 
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accompany the pre-publication of excerpts from Boris Pasternak’s novel Doctor 
Zhivago. This colorful cover depicted Moscow in white, with some greenish, 
bluish, and pink smudges. The onion-domes were painted bright red, purple, 
and green, against a grayish-blue background. In keeping with The Reporter’s 
evaluation of Pasternak’s novel, which will be discussed in greater detail in 
Chapter 9 (Propaganda, Policy, and Covert Operations), this image seems to 
underscore the inherently peaceful nature of the Russian people, who suffered 
from fear and suppression under the Soviet regime. 
The Reporter’s covers depicting the Soviet Union rarely included 
people. When they did, the people were either tiny dots or grayish, 
indistinguishable figures, as opposed to the “colorful” and “exotic” individuals 
from other countries portrayed on other Reporter covers. In November 1964, for 
example, The Reporter published a striking cover portraying the Soviet people 
worshipping a giant image of Lenin, whose face filled the upper half of the page 
while the people, tiny dots of white paint, filled the bottom half. The colors are 
bright red and black. It looks as if the sky is on fire. Lenin’s eyes are closed and 
his face is turned to the left, as if basking in the glow of the fire. The people 
standing underneath his portrait seem puny in comparison, which is probably 
the point The Reporter wanted to make with this cover. 
Such covers clearly reinforced the image of the Soviet Union as the “red 
peril.” The frequent use of bright, blood-red in these covers is certainly not 
coincidental. This color also played an important role in The Reporter’s 
portrayal of Communist China. In October 1960, for example, the magazine 
published a striking cover displaying a Chinese dragon in fiery red and orange. 
The entire cover was bright red, with the title of the magazine in contrasting 
white. The Chinese dragon resembled a giant ball of fire, with large bulging 
eyes and fire coming out of its mouth. On the whole this cover presented a very 
threatening image. The Reporter’s cover artists frequently returned to this 
allegorical portrayal of Communist China as a menacing dragon, using the 
illusion of fire to convey the threat posed by Communist China. In general, The 
Reporter’s covers depicting Communist China reinforced the notion that it was 
an even more dangerous enemy than the Soviet Union. 
In The Reporter’s 1949 prospectus the editors defined the purpose and 
significance of the magazine’s artwork as follows: “Art work is an integral part 
of the editorial policy as a medium of expression designed to corroborate the 
meaning of the written word.”51 The images on The Reporter’s covers were 
obviously aimed at provoking a visceral reaction. They were usually the first 
thing Reporter readers encountered when they picked up the magazine and, 
therefore, played an important role in setting the ominous backdrop against 
which the magazine’s articles and editorials were to be understood. 
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The Threat of Communist Expansion 
It can be argued that The Reporter not only advocated an increased American 
propaganda effort aimed at the citizens of Western and Eastern Europe, but that 
its coverage of life in the Soviet Union and the satellite states also served a 
propaganda purpose. These articles, editorials, and covers went beyond 
straightforward reporting. They served first-and-foremost as a warning. This 
was what Communism had in store for the rest of the world if the United States 
did not check its expansion. 
Throughout its existence the threat of Communist expansion and world 
domination formed one of the central themes in The Reporter’s pages. Max 
Ascoli was convinced that international Communism wanted to conquer the 
world, and that every Communist Party or organization – whether in Asia, 
Europe, or the United States itself – was linked directly to Moscow. In a 
reaction to the Supreme Court’s 1951 decision to outlaw the American 
Communist Party, Ascoli presented Communism as a “universal conspiracy” 
which sought to “pervert and destroy our institutions,” and referred to the 
American Communist Party as “that pedantic imitation of the universal 
Moscow-made pattern.”52 Such rhetoric clearly served the specific purpose of 
convincing the American public and American policymakers that world 
domination was Communism’s ultimate goal and that Communist expansion, 
therefore, needed to be curbed. 
As we have seen, The Reporter’s anti-Communist rhetoric was not 
inspired by a denunciation of its own radical past, as was the case with such 
journals of opinion as The New Leader and Partisan Review. The Reporter’s 
editors did not have to demonstrate that they had disavowed their Communist 
sympathies and could, therefore, take a more balanced stand than the fellow-
travelers turned hard-line anti-Communists. Even so, it was exceptional that the 
magazine’s most prominent analyst of Soviet intentions and Kremlin strategy 
was Isaac Deutscher, a confirmed Marxist. As Deutscher himself pointed out to 
Max Ascoli, he was in agreement with The Reporter’s critical attitude towards 
the Soviet Union and the Communist Party, but he did not “blame the vices of 
contemporary Communism on Marxism as a philosophy and political 
economy.”53 
Like George Kennan, the State Department official who in 1946 
authored the “Long Telegram” and the Foreign Affairs article “The Sources of 
Soviet Conduct,” two documents which lay the foundation for the policy of 
containment, Deutscher believed that Communism was innately expansionist, 
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but that world domination was not an immediate Soviet aim.54 On the occasion 
of Stalin’s death in 1953, Deutscher contributed an in-depth analysis of the 
Soviet leader’s legacy, concluding that Stalin had not been the “evil plotter” 
many in the West imagined. At a time when the nation’s leaders feared that war 
was imminent, Deutscher argued that both Stalin and his heirs favored 
“socialism in one country” over the liberation of the world from capitalism. 
Stalinism, Deutscher pointed out, thrived on the Soviet Union’s isolation and its 
status as “the bulwark of proletarian revolution … surrounded by a hostile 
world.” The Soviet Union’s beleaguered position served as justification for the 
severity of Stalin’s rule. The rise of Communist regimes in China and Eastern 
Europe effectively ended the Soviet Union’s isolation, depriving Stalin of the 
most important justification for his totalitarian leadership. It was not Stalin’s 
plotting, but social unrest and upheaval which brought revolution to Asia, 
Deutscher argued. Although Stalin certainly acted as if he was in control of the 
revolutionary elements which emerged after World War II, this was usually not 
the case. Stalin did of course “inspire, promote, and sometimes even arm the 
satellite Communist Parties,” but this did not mean that the emerging regimes 
were automatically at his beck and call. If everything Western leaders gave 
Stalin credit for were true, Deutscher argued, he “would have honestly deserved 
the title of the greatest political genius in all history.”55 
Stalin believed that Communist revolutions in the rest of the world did 
not need to be actively pursued. All that was needed to fulfill the Marxist theory 
of history was patience and the bolstering of the Soviet Union’s economic, 
military, and political power. Stalin’s legacy thus revolved around self-
containment rather than expansion and, Deutscher pointed out, there was every 
indication that Malenkov, Stalin’s successor, aimed to continue this particular 
strategy. In order to do so successfully Malenkov needed to gain complete 
control over all Communist movements. In what can be termed an early 
acknowledgement of what would later become known as the Sino-Soviet split, 
Deutscher questioned Mao’s willingness to cooperate and accept Malenkov’s 
orders. He also expressed serious doubts about the Soviet Union’s ability to 
control social upheaval and revolutionary movements in other parts of Asia. In 
fact, Deutscher concluded, this lack of control might ultimately prove much 
more dangerous than the Soviet plotting so many in the West had come to 
believe in. 
Although The Reporter acknowledged that Moscow was not actively 
pursuing world domination as a short-term goal, the magazine did continuously 
point to examples of Soviet meddling. Even if these efforts were primarily 
aimed at creating a cordon sanitaire to protect the Soviet Union itself from 
outside interference, as Isaac Deutscher argued, they did lead to increased 
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Soviet interference in Eastern and Central Europe, Southeast Asia, and the 
Middle East.56 
Despite Deutscher’s reserve, Ascoli’s editorials frequently focused 
attention on Communist aggression. Throughout the 1950s, The Reporter 
presented Communist aggression as first and foremost Soviet aggression. 
Although the magazine’s editors and contributors did acknowledge the 
widening rift between the two major Communist powers, China was portrayed 
as part of the Soviet Union’s plan for world domination. This is especially clear 
in The Reporter’s coverage of the Korean War. In July 1950, shortly after North 
Korean troops had invaded South Korea, Ascoli wrote: “After the Communist 
invasion of Southern Korea the global plan of Russian strategy has become so 
clear that we need only to spell it out and bring it home to its intended victims. 
… This is more than a plan against America. This is a plan against the human 
race – a conspiracy of which the Russian people themselves have been the first 
victims.”57 
The Reporter’s conviction that the Soviet Union had initiated the 
Communist invasion of South Korea was put forth especially forcefully in a 
two-part article published in the fall of 1950. This article – titled “How Russia 
Built the North Korean Army” – was allegedly written by Colonel Kyril 
Kalinov, a former Soviet officer who had served on a Soviet military mission 
which had trained Korean troops to replace the Soviet occupation troops.58 
Kalinov had supposedly defected to the West in 1949. In his accompanying 
editorial Max Ascoli displayed a pattern of thinking that presaged his stance on 
the Vietnam War. He argued that although nationalism and Communism were 
two very different things, the Soviets were experts at taking advantage of 
nationalistic sentiments. Based on his perception of the Korean War, Ascoli was 
convinced that nationalist movements were always vulnerable to Soviet 
exploitation and could, therefore, never be completely independent.59 The cover 
of the issue including the first installment of Kalinov’s exposé projected a 
message that could not have been clearer. It depicted a giant Soviet army officer 
towering over a small North Korean soldier and pushing him into the flames of 
war. Clearly, the article and the accompanying cover and editorial reflect the 
conviction that Communism formed a monolithic threat. By publishing a first-
hand account, The Reporter offered both policymakers and the wider public a 
factual basis for this conviction. The article and the accompanying editorial 
formed the perfect embodiment of the fundamental axiom – expounded in both 
National Security Council (NSC) and Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) reports 
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– that the Soviet Union was preparing for world conquest.60 The fact that Asian 
scholar Jon Halliday later uncovered that Kalinov’s exposé was, in fact, a CIA 
plant and that Kalinov did not exist raises additional questions about The 
Reporter’s involvement with American propaganda. The implications of 
Halliday’s findings and the circumstances surrounding the publication of this 
particular article will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 9 (Propaganda, 
Policy, and Covert Operations).61 
Despite its significance, the Kalinov exposé formed an exception. The 
Reporter had, in fact, emphasized the divergence between the Soviet Union and 
Communist China from the very first. As early as January 1950 The Reporter 
argued that Communism would take a different form in China than it had in the 
Soviet Union. The contributors to a special issue on “Red China” were 
convinced that Mao was more concerned with Chinese nationalism than with 
Marxism. The Chinese Communists wanted nothing more than to be free of 
foreign domination and Mao would not be willing to simply accept Soviet 
attempts to turn China into a vassal or satellite state. 
The Sino-Soviet Split 
The friction between Communist China and the Soviet Union formed a 
recurrent theme in The Reporter’s Cold War coverage. As we have seen in 
Chapter 5 (The Reporter’s Investigative Journalism) and Chapter 6 (The 
Reporter’s Opposition to McCarthy), The Reporter openly challenged Senator 
McCarthy with its insistence that the United States needed to recognize 
Communist China and its denunciation of both Chiang Kai-shek and his China 
Lobby benefactors. As we have seen, The Reporter also challenged McCarthy 
and his associates by publishing Theodore H. White, who in his book Thunder 
Out of China (1946) had sounded a warning against the ineptitude and 
corruption of Chiang Kai-shek’s regime and had urged the United States to 
adopt a neutral stance in the Chinese civil war. These views made White a 
prime target for McCarthy’s accusations about the loss of China. The Reporter 
not only published White at a time when no one else would, the magazine 
provided him with a platform to reiterate the position he had put forth in 
Thunder Out of China.62 
It was White who, in January 1951, contributed an in-depth analysis of 
the divide between the Russian and Chinese Communists, tracing the friction 
between them to the 1927 Chinese revolution, when Stalin supported Chiang 
Kai-shek instead of Mao Tse-tung. When Chiang Kai-shek subsequently 
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betrayed the Communists, this did not automatically lead to an alliance between 
Stalin and Mao. While Mao openly criticized Moscow’s meddling in Chinese 
Communist affairs, Stalin continued to underestimate Mao’s strength and 
overrate Chiang Kai-shek’s till the very moment of Mao’s victory in 1949. “As 
late as 1945,” White pointed out, “the Russians had little hope of Chinese 
Communist victory. … Russian recognition of Chiang Kai-shek’s government 
continued until after Shanghai had fallen to the Communists in 1949. Moscow’s 
recognition of the Communist regime came only in October, 1949, a scant three 
months before British recognition.” The Soviet Union wanted nothing more 
than for the rest of the world, and especially the United States, to believe that it 
had been instrumental in the victory of Chinese Communism. Mao, however, 
knew better. “One of the great myths the Kremlin tries to spin, as much for the 
western world as for its own people and satellites,” White pointed out, “is the 
doctrine of its infallibility and omnipotence.”63 White was convinced that Mao 
would not let Stalin take control: “It would be unimaginably out of character if, 
at the zenith of his power, he should suddenly adopt the cloak of humility,” 
White wrote.64 The only thing the United States could do, he argued, was to be 
patient and hope that the friction between the two Communist powers would not 
subside completely. 
In May 1952, however, Isaac Deutscher concluded that their common 
interest in the Korean War was bringing the Soviet Union and Communist 
China closer together. As Deutscher pointed out, this emerging Sino-Soviet co-
operation was not based on ideological solidarity, but on strategic calculations. 
Mao’s decision to intervene in the Korean War had forced him to turn to Stalin 
for military assistance. Although hesitant at first, Stalin had eventually decided 
to entrust the Chinese armies with the responsibility to defend the Soviet 
Union’s Asian borders, a responsibility that had, thus far, been entrusted to the 
Soviet Far Eastern Army. Stalin subsequently transferred the Far Eastern 
Army’s modern equipment – arms, tanks, and fighter jets – to the Chinese and 
North Koreans. The dismantling of the Far Eastern Army, Deutscher pointed 
out, also enabled the Soviets to transfer troops to their European armies, shifting 
the balance of military power in Europe. Although Deutscher acknowledged 
that the Sino-Soviet co-operation posed a serious threat, he did not believe that 
it would last.65 
By the late 1950s, Deutscher had been proven right. The Sino-Soviet 
friendship turned out to be only a temporary phase. Although the two 
Communist powers needed each other in their fight against the West, they were 
not in ideological agreement, a fact which became all the more obvious with 
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Khrushchev’s ascent to power.66 The Reporter reflected extensively on the 
widening gap between China and the Soviet Union which followed 
Khrushchev’s 1956 denunciation of Stalinism. 
In 1959 and 1960 Isaac Deutscher contributed two articles analyzing the 
ideological dispute between the Chinese and the Soviets, pointing out that Mao 
sided with the reactionary Stalinists in their opposition to Khrushchev’s de-
Stalinization.67 Although determined to uphold the unity of the Communist bloc 
in the face of Western opposition, by 1960 the ideological disagreement 
between Mao and Khrushchev could no longer be covered up. Mao was now 
openly challenging Khrushchev’s proposals for peaceful coexistence and 
disarmament which he believed were endangering the security of the 
Communist bloc. Although Mao continued to insist on Sino-Soviet unity, 
Deutscher argued that his dissent was bound to lead to upheaval in the 
Communist world: “Once Communists are allowed to disagree and to argue 
among themselves, the present method of Communist leadership will be shaken. 
No one can be an infallible and lifelong leader once a minority is allowed to 
criticize him and perhaps even to persuade the majority.”68 Such upheaval, 
Deutscher implied, would certainly weaken the Communist movement and 
might, therefore, be beneficial to the West. 
In the years that followed, The Reporter would usually cast the effects 
of the Sino-Soviet split in a less optimistic light. With the rapid rise of 
decolonization at the end of the 1950s, the character of the Cold War struggle 
between Communism and democracy changed drastically. China assumed a 
much more prominent role during this new phase of the Cold War, successfully 
presenting itself as the revolutionary role model for all newly independent states 
in Asia, Latin-America and Africa and fighting the Soviets for the attentions of 
national liberation movements the world over. In their propaganda, the Chinese 
claimed affinity with peoples of Asia and Africa, arguing that their experience 
resembled that of the recently decolonized nations, and stressing the fact that 
they were non-white, peasant revolutionaries. In the eyes of freedom fighters in 
Asia and Africa such arguments made the Chinese more convincing anti-
imperialists than the Soviets. In addition, the Chinese were much more 
aggressive in their approach. Whereas the Soviets preached patience and 
peaceful coexistence, the Chinese were ready to instigate instant revolutions. In 
a January 1962 editorial Max Ascoli asserted that even though the Soviet Union 
and China were rivals, they were still pursuing the same goal.69 
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In April 1963 Donald S. Zagoria, author of The Sino-Soviet Conflict 
(1962), made a similar argument, pointing out that Mao’s version of 
Communism actually posed a much bigger threat to world peace than 
Khrushchev’s.70 Mao, who was now openly contesting Khrushchev’s leadership 
of world Communism, did not want to wait patiently for capitalism to 
disintegrate. Instead, he wanted to encourage revolution wherever possible, 
especially in the recently decolonized nations of Asia, Africa, and Latin 
America. China and the Soviet Union had very different objectives. Whereas 
the Soviet leaders wanted, for the time being, to peacefully coexist with the 
West and focus on increasing Soviet living standards, China wanted to 
strengthen its position as a great power by supporting revolutionary wars around 
the globe. The incompatibility of these goals, Zagoria argued, would eventually 
drive Mao and Khrushchev further apart. Mao was already actively 
undermining the Soviets’ leadership of world Communism through an active 
propaganda effort aimed at the Communist Parties of Asia, Africa, and Latin 
America. “The prospects are,” Zagoria concluded, “that the Communist world 
will remain ideologically at war for many years.”71 
A few months later, in August 1963, The Reporter published a special 
theme issue on the Sino-Soviet rift. The most important article in this issue was 
a contribution by China expert John Paton Davies, who had been one of the 
State Department’s most prominent China experts and a member of the policy-
planning staff until he was fired in 1954, at the height of McCarthyism, for his 
role in “the loss of China.” He was accused of “questionable judgment” in part 
because his State Department reports had advocated that Communism should 
not be perceived as a monolithic force. Like Theodore H. White, Davies, who 
was a foreign service officer in China during the 1940s, had advocated 
American support for the Chinese Communist forces instead of the nationalist 
Kuomintang. He predicted the Communist victory over Chiang Kai-shek’s 
nationalist forces, and argued that communication with Mao was necessary to 
prevent the Soviets and the Chinese from combining their forces to work 
against American interests in Asia, as well as the rest of the world. Throughout 
the 1950s and 1960s Davies fought to clear his name, and he was eventually 
granted security clearance by the State Department in 1969.72 The Reporter’s 
selection of contributors on the Sino-Soviet split – Theodore H. White, John 
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Paton Davies, and Isaac Deutscher – can only be characterized as daring, in the 
context of the time. 
The article Davies contributed to this special issue of The Reporter had 
been adapted from his book Foreign and Other Affairs, which was scheduled 
for publication in 1964. The premise of Davies’ argument was that during the 
1940s Stalin had manipulated the United States into supporting the Kuomintang 
in their effort to achieve Chinese unification during the 1940s. As a result of 
this support, Davies argued, Mao had been forced to ask the Soviets for aid and 
had thereby been made vulnerable to Kremlin control and the Chinese 
Communists had come to oppose the United States, ensuring that if the 
revolution succeeded, the Soviet Union would have a powerful buffer to counter 
US influence in Asia. As Davies pointed out, Stalin was only partially 
successful in achieving these goals. He had never managed to gain complete 
control of the Chinese Communist Party and now the Chinese wanted revenge  
for having been used by the Soviets: “They have a score to settle because of the 
Kremlin’s selfish nationalistic policy of coexistence with the imperialists, its 
suspicious fudging on revolutionary militancy, and,” Davies added sardonically, 
“its craven refusal to unleash on the United States a nuclear war of mutual 
obliteration, out of which enough millions of Chinese would have survived to 
make and dominate a classless world with nothing to lose but its 
radioactivity.”73 
Soviet rapprochement with the West especially troubled the Chinese 
Communists, because this would isolate China and prevent it from becoming 
the great power it so longed to be. “In its frustration,” Davies argued, “Peking 
seems bent on trying to undermine Moscow by racial appeals to Africa, the rest 
of Asia, and Latin America. But racism will not solve China’s crucial economic 
problems, even if it wins Peking the support of the underdeveloped peoples of 
the world. It will be the poor leading the poor. In the modern world, there is not 
likely to be much strength in such a union.”74 Davies’ conclusion then, was that 
China, although actively pursuing Communist subversion around the world, was 
an underdeveloped country and as such did not pose the greatest threat. 
Khrushchev, he argued, was still in control. The Soviet leader was, in fact, 
actively using China to divert US attention away from Europe. His attempts to 
promote a détente with the West, Davies argued, should also be seen in this 
light: “Khrushchev feels no more comfortable than Stalin did with trouble on 
two fronts; and like Stalin, he is far more interested in exploiting opportunities 
in Europe. There he … attempts to set Western Europe and America at 
loggerheads – scheming toward a Europe united not to but from the Urals.”75 
Philip Horton’s editorial comment for this special issue on the Sino-
Soviet split matched Davies’ conclusions about Soviet scheming. Discussing 
the limited test ban treaty which had just been signed in Moscow, Horton 
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argued that this first step toward disarmament and peaceful coexistence was 
really a first step toward Khrushchev’s goal of world domination. Khrushchev’s 
ultimate goal, Horton argued, was the disintegration of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization (NATO), and he actively pursued this goal by playing the 
United States against its European allies on such issues as disarmament and a 
non-aggression pact between NATO and the Warsaw powers. Khrushchev, 
Horton argued, wanted nothing more than to see the United States involved in 
waging Cold War battles on as many fronts as possible: “If China … can be 
goaded into an open clash with the United States in Southeast Asia or the 
Formosa Strait while Khrushchev is fishing in the troubled waters of Western 
Europe, this would suit him very nicely.”76 In other words, Horton, who in this 
editorial proved a true Cold Warrior, argued that Khrushchev was pulling the 
strings, goading not just the Chinese Communists, but the United States and its 
European allies as well, into doing what suited him best. Although The Reporter 
recognized the internal divisions within the Communist bloc, the magazine 
ultimately portrayed the Soviets as the true Machiavellian master schemers. 
Peaceful Coexistence 
The Reporter’s interpretation of Soviet aims did not allow for the possibility of 
peaceful coexistence. After Stalin’s death and the emergence of Malenkov, and 
later Khrushchev, as his successor, this term became a favorite catchphrase 
among both Soviet and American diplomats and government leaders. The 
Reporter was quick to point out that when the Soviets used the term peaceful 
coexistence they did not mean the same thing Americans meant. “They certainly 
don’t mean the kind of relationship that is enjoyed by the United States and 
Canada,” Vernon Aspaturian, a distinguished scholar of the Soviet Union, 
pointed out. Such a relationship, he added, “would mean abandoning the 
Marxist goal of world revolution.”77 There was, however, no confusion about 
the term in Moscow. 
Drawing on the ideas on coexistence with capitalism expressed by 
Lenin and Stalin, Aspaturian demonstrated that from a Soviet point of view, 
peaceful coexistence was not a permanent state, but a temporary “phase in the 
… struggle to bring about the nonexistence of capitalism.”78 In 1925 Stalin 
referred to this phase of peaceful coexistence as “a period in which the 
proletariat is mustering its forces … for future revolutionary actions.”79 During 
this phase the Soviets would try to delay war with the capitalist world, while at 
the same time strengthening their own position. Soviet strategy was aimed, on 
the one hand, at increasing the Soviet Union’s military and economic power and 
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expanding the Soviet Union’s political influence in other countries. On the other 
hand Soviet strategy also envisaged a “divide and conquer” scenario, weakening 
the western powers by making them fight among themselves. As Aspaturian 
pointed out, Malenkov understood this perfectly. 
What US officials failed to understand, according to Aspaturian, was 
that the term peaceful coexistence as employed by the Soviets did not 
necessarily mean the continuance of capitalism. In fact, and this was a point 
which The Reporter would continue to emphasize in its articles and editorials, 
US officials who went along with this idea of peaceful coexistence were in 
effect complying with Soviet strategy. Instead of settling for peaceful 
coexistence, Aspaturian argued, the United States needed to ready itself for the 
protracted struggle to outlive Communism. In order to do so, the country 
needed to arm itself both conventionally and psychologically, increasing not 
only its military strength, but the effectiveness of its ideals as well. This was an 
argument to which The Reporter would return over and over again in its 
discussion of the notion of peaceful coexistence.  
In 1957 George Kennan – author of the famous “X” article in Foreign 
Affairs which inspired the Truman Doctrine – delivered a series of lectures for 
the BBC radio in which he rejected his own theory of containment. Whereas ten 
years earlier he had argued that “the Soviet pressure against the free institutions 
of the Western world is something that can be contained by the adroit and 
vigilant application of counterforce at a series of constantly shifting 
geographical and political points, corresponding to the shifts and maneuvers of 
Soviet policy,” Kennan now expressed the belief that disengagement was the 
most effective way of dealing with the Soviet Union.80 
Max Ascoli wrote a response to these lectures, making it abundantly 
clear that he thoroughly disagreed with Kennan. “Kennan’s main 
preoccupation,” Ascoli wrote, “seems to be that of creating a vast distance, both 
territorial and emotional, between ourselves and the Russians.”81 Such a 
strategy would ultimately result in a complete withdrawal from all areas where 
friction occurred including Western Europe and, more specifically, Germany, 
which Kennan wanted to see united and neutralized. Ascoli recoiled at the 
prospect: 
The world Kennan envisages is a rather frightening one. Unless I 
am mistaken, it is even more frightening than the world we live in. 
There are two superpowers, each capable of obliterating the other. 
The United States … is to all intents and purposes isolated. So, 
presumably is Russia. But this is a shaky presumption, considering 
Russia’s immoderate interest in other people’s affairs. 
Creating such a distance between the Soviet Union and the United States, 
Ascoli warned, would render communication between the two superpowers 
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virtually impossible, a situation which would ultimately end in disaster: “Mere 
distance is not likely to provide an effective guarantee against misapprehension 
or misunderstanding – particularly in view of the fact that both have, or soon 
will have, weapons capable of bridging the distance that separates them in a 
matter of minutes.”82 
Ascoli asserted that US officials should not let themselves be tricked 
into believing that there could be enduring peace with the Soviet Union. Ascoli 
placed his hope in the very thing Kennan wanted to eliminate: strong 
international alliances. He indicated that he was glad Kennan had delivered his 
lectures because they exposed the shortcomings of US foreign policy: “The 
inescapable implications of our foreign policy have never been made so plain as 
in these lectures which George Kennan conceived as a criticism of our 
diplomacy and which turned out to be a merciless description of it.”83 
In September 1959, at the invitation of President Eisenhower, Nikita 
Khrushchev visited the United States. He was the first Soviet leader to do so. In 
addition to a visit to Washington and talks at Camp David, this high-profile trip 
also included a visit to Hollywood, where many celebrities turned out to meet 
the Soviet leader, and a visit to Iowa, where Eisenhower showed Khrushchev 
the bountiful crops and general prosperity of America’s heartland. 
Khrushchev’s visit was covered extensively by the press and led many liberals 
to believe that peaceful coexistence was a distinct possibility. 
Max Ascoli, however, drew the opposite conclusion. Even before 
Khrushchev’s arrival Ascoli asserted that his visit to the United States could 
only confirm what any right-minded person already knew; that Communism 
and democracy could not coexist. “The two regimes,” Ascoli wrote a few weeks 
before Khrushchev’s arrival, “are as incompatible as they are incomparable. … 
Ultimately the conflict can be resolved only when one of the two systems gives 
in. On this score, Khrushchev has been utterly candid: he does not doubt that 
history is on his side.”84 
Khrushchev’s trip was generally considered a great success and was 
covered with great enthusiasm by the press. Ascoli, however, was left with a 
feeling of revulsion. In Ascoli’s opinion, Khrushchev’s visit had exposed the 
immense divide between the Soviets and the Americans: “We had to see them, 
side by side, our Ike and their Khrushchev, to realize how incalculable is the 
distance between the two men and how immeasurable is the difference in the 
relationship each has with his own fellow citizens. The man from Moscow is 
the master, not the representative, of the peoples under his rule.” Once again 
asserting the dichotomy between the Communist and democratic system of 
government, Ascoli concluded that “the man from Moscow might just as well 
have bounced here from the moon.”85 In Ascoli’s opinion, Khrushchev’s visit 
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should serve as a warning, not as a first step toward conciliation: “He showed 
those of us who are willing and able to understand how, in a situation that 
seems to be hopelessly stalemated because of the absence of war, substitutes for 
war can be found and radical changes may occur – changes in Khrushchev’s 
favor, assuming that we are inept enough to let them happen.”86 In the speeches 
he made during his trip Khrushchev had made it quite clear, Ascoli argued, that 
he considered American democracy “a plush leftover of an outdated phase in 
history,” and that he believed that the American people were living on borrowed 
time.87 As long as they moved peacefully toward their preordained doom, 
Khrushchev was certainly more than willing to leave them alone, but he would 
not tolerate the United States and its allies making trouble for the Soviet Union. 
Khrushchev seized the opportunity of his visit to the United States to 
launch a proposal for disarmament. President Eisenhower interpreted 
Khrushchev’s proposal as an important step toward reconciliation. Ascoli, 
however, pointed out that the Soviet proposal called for the liquidation of all US 
bases abroad, complete disengagement from Western Europe, and in general, 
the severance of all international alliances. On the other hand, the proposal did 
not indicate a willingness on the part of the Soviet leaders to loosen their grip 
on the people of the Soviet Union and the Satellite States. In his portrayal of 
Khrushchev’s scheming, Ascoli even went so far as to compare the Soviet 
leader to Adolf Hitler, who in 1933 also proposed complete disarmament, 
convinced, no doubt, as Khrushchev was, that history was on his side. 
Khrushchev was offering peace, but, Ascoli warned, it was peace on his terms. 
Since peace on the Soviets’ terms was out of the question, and war 
would lead to nuclear disaster, the only way out that Ascoli could envision was 
for democracy to outlive Communism. In order to do so, Ascoli argued, “we 
must multiply our contacts with people under Communism at all possible levels. 
They need us. Under no condition must we recognize the permanency or 
legitimacy of their regimes.” In addition, Ascoli maintained, “we must tidy up 
our system of alliances,” and “we must redefine the standards we live by and 
make them known to the allied peoples and to those under Communism.”88 
Ascoli concluded his editorial with a sarcastic remark about the many 
liberals who felt that Eisenhower and Khrushchev’s personal diplomacy might 
actually lead to a thawing of the Cold War: 
For those who are dedicated to freedom and are truly liberals, the 
task is as great and as demanding as the risk our country is facing. 
This is an emergency of unlimited duration. True, some among us 
are inclined to assume that things are not so bad and will get better 
if we talk them over with the Russians. Such people must be asked 
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just one question: How many visits do you need from Nikita 
Khrushchev?89 
As the magazine’s extensive coverage of the debate about peaceful coexistence 
illustrates, The Reporter’s Cold War stance was based on principles rather than 
pragmatism. The Reporter engaged in a fundamentally ideological discussion, at 
a time when most Americans wanted practical solutions. Whereas most 
Americans – including a number of government officials and liberal opinion 
makers – wanted to solve the problems at hand, The Reporter continued to 
stress the larger historical context and ideological implications of such short-
term solutions. As Martin Doudna has argued, it was this inability to shift 
positions when circumstances changed, especially when it came to foreign 
policy, that set The Reporter apart from American liberalism. Whereas 
American liberals judged Communism on political grounds and were willing to 
consider the possibility that the nature of Communism was changing, Max 
Ascoli judged Communism on moral grounds, which made it impossible for 
him to change his position.90 
The Reporter’s stance on peaceful coexistence can be seen as the 
beginning of what many of its readers perceived as the magazine’s shift to the 
right. As the above discussion clearly illustrates, however, The Reporter had not 
moved an inch. The magazine was simply adhering to a number of fundamental 
principles, which had been formulated at the outset and to which the magazine’s 
editors and authors returned over and over again throughout The Reporter’s 
existence. 
The Berlin Wall 
This adherence to principle led The Reporter to take a firm stand when in 1958 
Khrushchev demanded that the Western powers withdraw from Berlin within 
six months. The American failure to support the 1956 Hungarian revolution, 
which resulted in the uprisings being forcibly quashed by the Soviet army, had 
strengthened The Reporter’s resolve that the United States not only needed to 
increase its propaganda efforts, but also needed to stand by its word. In reaction 
to these events The Reporter urged government officials to learn from their 
mistakes.91 Consequently, when the Soviets shifted their attention to Germany, 
and more specifically to Berlin, the magazine’s editors urged the US 
government to uphold its promise to take a firm stand and defend Berlin, which 
had come to symbolize the last hope behind the Iron Curtain, and the final line 
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of defense against a Communist invasion of Western Europe. The Reporter 
consistently presented Germany as a part of Western Europe, expressing the 
hope that a reunited Germany would become part of a united Europe. Berlin, 
The Reporter emphasized over and over again, was the place where the United 
States should draw the line against Soviet expansion. 
In February 1956, for example, The Reporter published an article by 
William H. Draper, who argued that it was not only vital to hold Berlin from a 
military point of view, but also from a psychological point of view. West 
Berlin, Draper argued, symbolized the possibility of German re-unification. If 
Berlin was lost to the Communists, the West Germans would be very 
disappointed in the western powers, and would become vulnerable to Soviet 
propaganda. “As an outpost of free government, free enterprise, free labor 
unions, and a free press” and a “relatively high … standard of living” West 
Berlin also formed “a compelling advertisement for our way of life.”92 Draper 
urged US officials to commit themselves to holding Berlin, preferably through 
non-military means, but “by force if need be.”93 
Khrushchev wanted to turn East Germany into a strong Communist 
state to serve as a buffer against the West. His plans were thwarted, however, by 
the many East Germans who fled to West Germany each year. Despite such 
drastic measures as watchtowers, barbed wire, minefields, and armed patrols 
along the border with West Germany, 156,000 East Germans managed to 
escape in 1956, most of them by route of Berlin. This exodus was humiliating 
because it formed a clear indication that East Germany was not the socialist 
utopia it proclaimed to be. Khrushchev realized that as long as West Berlin was 
ruled by the Western powers he would never be able to appropriate East 
Germany. The Polish and Hungarian uprisings only strengthened Khrushchev’s 
resolve, and in November 1958 he set the Western powers an ultimatum.94 
The Reporter’s stance on Khrushchev’s ultimatum could not have been 
clearer. “No Retreat from Berlin” was the title of Ascoli’s December 1958 
editorial in which he reiterated William H. Draper’s argument that it was vital to 
hold Berlin both from a military and from a psychological point of view. In 
Ascoli’s opinion the glaring contrast between West and East Berlin formed the 
best propaganda the United States could wish for: “The two sections of 
Germany, divided between West and East, became the unsurpassable evidence 
of the West’s creativity – and of what Communism does for people of the same 
nation who fall under its rule.” West Berlin, Ascoli argued, formed “the 
supreme evidence of the redeeming power of freedom.” The United States 
needed to defend Berlin because it symbolized hope, for the West Germans, 
who longed for re-unification, for the East Germans, who longed to be part of 
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Western Europe once again, and for all the Eastern European satellite 
countries.95 
The Reporter’s response to Khrushchev’s ultimatum and the resulting 
Berlin crisis illustrates the consolidation of the magazine’s Cold War stance. In 
August 1961 Ascoli visited Berlin and witnessed the construction of the Berlin 
Wall. Based on this experience he wrote an editorial – titled “The Wall” – in 
which he argued that the construction of the Berlin Wall formed “compelling 
evidence” of what the Soviets meant by peaceful coexistence. The United 
States, he argued, could neither afford war nor peace with the Soviet Union. 
War would inevitably lead to nuclear disaster, but appeasement, or even 
negotiation, would give the Soviets the upper-hand.96 It was time, he argued, 
that the United States took the initiative. A few weeks later Ascoli urged the 
Kennedy administration to fight “Communist aggression with the means of 
warfare at our disposal.”97 Many of The Reporter’s readers perceived Ascoli’s 
firm stance on Berlin as a shift to the right. Ascoli himself, however, saw it as 
the logical outcome of his long-term views on peaceful coexistence. He had 
consistently denounced negotiating with the Soviets on their terms and now 
argued that by building the Berlin Wall, the Soviets had left the United States 
with nothing to negotiate about.98 
In an attempt to influence the Kennedy administration’s position The 
Reporter published concrete policy proposals by two US Senators. These 
articles were not as loaded with fierce rhetoric as Ascoli’s editorials, but they 
did express the conviction that there were certain principles that were non-
negotiable. The first of these articles, a reprint of a newsletter by Senator Paul 
H. Douglas (Democrat, Illinois), who had recently visited Berlin, appeared in 
December 1961. Although this statement had not been written exclusively for 
The Reporter, publication in the magazine ensured that it reached a much wider 
audience than it otherwise would have. “If Berlin fell,” Douglas asserted, “West 
Germany would disintegrate, NATO would fall apart, and the whole of Europe 
would soon be overrun by the Communists. If this were to happen, I am sure 
that at some stage we too would have to go to war or else surrender.” To 
prevent this course of events, Douglas argued, the United States needed to make 
it clear to the Soviets that the presence of US troops in Berlin and US access to 
Berlin, by air and overland, were non-negotiable and that the United States 
would never agree to “return any escapees to the Communists.” “We can 
prevent war or surrender and attain a peaceful settlement only by insisting on 
our rights now,” Douglas stated. To assert these rights, the United States needed 
to take the initiative and make its own demands heard, instead of merely 
negotiating over the Soviets’ demands: 
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We should demand, as a step to negotiations, that the wall be torn 
down. We should call for free elections in East Germany and in 
Eastern Europe. We should press for the ultimate reunification of 
West Germany and the Soviet Zone under a peace treaty.99 
Two weeks later the magazine published an article by Senator Jacob K. 
Javits (Republican, New York), who made a similar argument. The United 
States, he asserted, had been on the defensive too long, “reacting to each 
successive Communist violation of the four-power agreement covering the 
occupation of Berlin with nothing stronger than purely defensive actions and 
words of protest.”100 Now it was time for the United States to “seize the 
diplomatic initiative” and make it clear to the Soviets that a reunified Germany, 
part of an integrated Europe, formed the only effective guarantee against 
renewed German aggression. Javits proposed that in order to effectively protect 
West Berlin, the city needed to be incorporated into the Federal Republic of 
Germany: 
In the past our policy on Germany has been criticized as a weak 
one because we have apparently sought only to maintain the status 
quo. It has been repeatedly said that the status quo should be 
improved. What I am suggesting is that the status quo be improved 
in the interest not only of Berlin but of the West.101 
Although both Douglas and Javits were willing to consider negotiating with the 
Soviets, they made it clear that the United States needed to stand its ground. 
Their articles thus underscored The Reporter’s editorial stance. 
The publication of these articles clearly illustrates the difference in 
function and objectives between The Reporter and the intellectual journals of 
opinion. Instead of serving as a platform for discussion, representing different 
views on the Berlin crisis, the magazine functioned as an outlet for government 
officials proposing specific policy initiatives. 
The Cuban Missile Crisis 
Although the United States and the Soviet Union did enter into negotiations 
over Berlin, they did not achieve any tangible results. Then, in October 1962 the 
Berlin crisis was eclipsed by the Cuban Missile Crisis. This time Kennedy did 
stand his ground and The Reporter applauded him for it. Before examining The 
Reporter’s coverage of the Cuban Missile Crisis in greater detail, however, it 
should be pointed out that The Reporter’s coverage of the overthrow of the 
Batista regime and Castro’s rise to power forms a perfect illustration of the 
magazine’s conviction that although the Soviets were not always directly 
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involved in initiating social upheaval, they were certainly willing to exploit it to 
the fullest once it occurred. 
The authors of The Reporter’s early articles on the Cuban revolution 
made it clear that Castro was not a member of the Communist Party and did not 
consider himself a Communist. In May 1960, for example, associate editor 
Theodore Draper pointed out that Castro’s ideology was anti-American, anti-
imperialist, nationalist, but not Communist.102 The Cuban Communists, Draper 
explained, had come to Castro’s aid only after he had proven that he could 
overthrow the Batista regime without them. Castro, in other words, owed the 
Communists very little and he had, for a long time, actively distanced himself 
from them. However, Draper warned, Castro’s attitude towards the Communists 
seemed to be changing and the United States was in part to blame. American 
policy, Draper argued, had played into the hands of the extremists. The 
American ambassadors to Cuba had been much too friendly with Batista, 
ignoring the fact that after 1953 public opinion had shifted and that most 
Cubans were putting their hopes in Castro. 
This same critique of US policy featured prominently in all Reporter 
articles on the Cuban revolution. In February 1959, for example, less than a 
month after Castro had ousted Batista from Havana, Karl E. Meyer pointed out 
that the United States had failed to convince the Cuban people of its neutrality 
during the Cuban revolution. “Our official representatives,” Meyer pointed out, 
“allowed themselves to be used in a way that lamentably implied United States 
support for a government that was detested by its own people.”103 In addition, 
Meyer argued, the close connections between the US business community and 
the Batista regime also contributed to anti-American sentiment among the 
Cuban population. In other words, the United States could, at least in part, 
blame itself for Castro’s fierce anti-Americanism. 
Despite the fact that by the early 1960 Castro’s attitude towards the 
Communists was changing, Theodore Draper argued that it would be a mistake 
to view Castro as nothing more than a Soviet pawn: “His ambitions go far 
beyond these modest roles. In his own mind, he is using the local Communists 
and playing off the Russians against the Americans. Just who is using whom 
remains to be seen.”104 There was, in other words, no natural identification 
between Castro and the Communists; the alliance was strictly strategic. During 
the months that followed, The Reporter adopted the stance that “Castro, who 
probably is not a Communist, could not have served the Kremlin better if he had 
been a card-carrying member from the moment he started growing his beard.”105 
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Ultimately, The Reporter’s editors and contributors argued, the Soviets would 
find a way to exploit social unrest wherever it occurred, especially if the United 
States failed to act. 
This critique of the United States’ failure to act formed a recurrent 
theme in The Reporter’s Cold War coverage. The country needed to assume a 
much more prominent and active role in the defense of vulnerable areas around 
the world. Karl E. Meyer characterized US policy on Latin America as “offering 
too little too late,” and warned that the United States seemed “to be running 
after the crowd shouting ‘Wait for me! I’m your leader!’”106 Theodore Draper’s 
article contained a similar message. As Draper pointed out, Castro considered 
the Cuban revolution to be only the beginning. He was actively promoting and 
organizing similar movements in other Latin-American countries. Although 
Draper made it clear that this ambition had not been inspired by Soviet 
instructions, he did argue that the United States needed to change its approach, 
quickly, if it wanted to prevent the Communists from taking over. 
In a July 1960 article Adolph A. Berle, former assistant secretary of 
state for Latin American affairs and former American ambassador to Brazil, 
argued forcefully that Castro posed a serious threat to the unity of the Western 
Hemisphere. Berle, who was one of The Reporter’s key contributors on Latin 
American affairs, forms a prominent example of the close cooperation and 
cross-pollination between The Reporter and the Washington establishment. At 
the time, Berle was one of the most prominent experts on Latin American 
affairs. As assistant secretary of state for Latin American affairs he had attended 
numerous inter-American conferences and had even acted as spokesman for 
President Roosevelt’s Good Neighbor Policy. In his article – titled “The 
Communist Invasion of Latin America” – Berle put forth a number of ideas 
which would later serve as the basis for certain key aspects of the Kennedy 
administration’s Latin American policy. 
Berle insisted that the United States needed to assume a strong 
leadership position and take immediate action in order to counter the expansion 
of Communism in Latin America. The Cuban revolutionaries, Berle argued, 
intended “direct aggression against the rest of Latin America with Chinese and 
Soviet support.” He added that although the Cuban revolution itself may not 
have been a Communist revolution, “for all practical purposes, Cuba is just as 
much a Communist satellite as Hungary or North Korea.”107 Berle saw Cuba as 
a Communist springboard in Latin America, and he was especially worried 
about the anti-American sentiments expressed by the Cuban revolutionaries. 
“There is not the slightest doubt,” Berle wrote, “that the objective is not to bring 
about social revolution throughout Latin America, but to strike at the United 
States. The slogans chalked on the walls near each activist center in this entire 
region reveal the insurrectionists’ true motive eloquently: ‘Cuba, sí – Yanqui, 
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no,’ ‘Down with Yanqui imperialism,’ are the most common.”108 Cuba had 
become “a declared enemy, manipulated by overseas imperialists” and Berle 
was convinced that it would not be long before it would become a Soviet 
military base. In defense of both hemispheric unity and its own security, the 
United States needed to assume a strong leadership position and be prepared to 
take military action if necessary: 
The United States … should be prepared to oppose by all 
necessary means any movements or governments that are 
manipulated overtly or covertly by forces outside the hemisphere. 
This is not a breach of the nonintervention principle. … We ought 
to know by now that wars of aggression are no longer declared. 
They are dressed up to masquerade as ‘national’ movements, 
though conducted with foreign arms, foreign money, foreign 
technical direction and often foreign ‘volunteers.’ What I am 
suggesting is not intervention but defense.109 
In addition, Berle, who had been a long-time advocate of a Marshall Plan for 
Latin America, made a case for such a venture. 
The publication of this particular article led President Kennedy to 
inquire if Berle would be willing to serve as his adviser on Latin American 
affairs. When Kennedy was elected that November, he appointed Berle as head 
of a special task force on Latin America.110 It was this special task force which, 
to a large extent, formulated the Kennedy administration’s policy on Latin 
America. Its recommendations reflected Berle’s ideas about economic aid and 
military intervention. The Alliance for Progress, a program for economic aid to 
Latin America, similar to the Marshall Plan, was one of the most tangible 
achievements of the Latin American task force. 
Berle and his task force also played a crucial role in the White House 
decision to go along with the CIA’s plan for the Bay of Pigs invasion. Berle was 
convinced that military action against Castro was imperative and as the 
administration’s most experienced expert on Latin American affairs, he was the 
one who supplied the operation’s justification. It was Berle who gave the CIA 
and the Kennedy administration carte blanche by arguing that the doctrine of 
non-intervention and the numerous inter-American covenants, many of which 
he himself had helped draw up, did not apply because this would be an action 
against outside intrusion. Berle made a case for the United States’ responsibility 
to keep order in the hemisphere. Not only had Berle presented these same 
arguments in The Reporter before joining the administration, he also continued 
to use the magazine as his main outlet to communicate the administration’s 
policies to the larger public. The Reporter thus played an important role in 
justifying the invasion. In November 1961, for example, The Reporter 
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published a piece titled “Our Role in Latin America.” At the time it appeared 
Berle was no longer officially associated with the administration, but he was 
still serving as one of Kennedy’s advisers and this article clearly defended the 
policies that had been developed by Berle’s task force and were being carried 
out by the administration at the time. The Reporter received a number of critical 
letters to the editor in response to this article. The letter-writers accused Berle of 
distorting the facts by presenting the Cuban revolution as aided by an outside 
state, and ignoring the fact that Castro did not turn to the Communists for 
support until US economic policy practically forced him to do so.111 In 
response, Berle once again stressed the fact that an armed attack by a foreign 
state could take “the form of revolutionary coups armed and organized from 
abroad, and hiding behind the cloak of local revolution.” In such cases, he 
argued, defense was justified.112 Since this was simply a reiteration of his 
previous arguments, Berle’s response was not quite convincing, especially since 
he failed to address the allegation that the United States had driven Castro into 
the Soviet camp. 
The failed Bay of Pigs invasion led The Nation to publish an in-depth 
examination of the CIA’s operations, concluding that “clearly, the CIA must be 
divested of its ‘action’ or operational functions and restricted to the sole 
function of gathering information for other agencies operating under customary 
constitutional safeguards.”113 The Reporter did acknowledge that the Bay of 
Pigs invasion had been a fiasco, but the editors defended the intention and aims 
of the operation. In an article published in May 1961 journalist Stuart Novins 
argued that the invasion had been doomed because the CIA had backed the 
right-wing groups when the agency should have backed the left-wing, but anti-
Communist People’s Revolutionary Movement (MRR). Novins argued that, 
unlike the right-wing groups, the MRR had a large following on the island and 
could have instigated local uprisings which were indispensable in liberating 
Cuba.114 
In a November 1962 editorial on the Cuban Missile Crisis, Max Ascoli 
complimented President Kennedy on taking a strong stance, pointing to the Bay 
of Pigs invasion as an earlier instance where forceful action might have been in 
order. Ascoli reproached the Kennedy administration for doing nothing “when 
the anti-Castro Cubans whom we had trained and armed needed air and naval 
support to maintain the beachhead we had hoped they would hold.”115 In other 
words, not only did Ascoli approve of the tactics of the Bay of Pigs operation, 
he would have preferred an all-out military invasion. 
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Cuba, like Berlin, was one of the conflicts on which The Reporter 
would not budge. Just weeks before the nerve-racking thirteen days of the 
Cuban Missile Crisis, Max Ascoli, availing himself of some fierce anti-
Communist rhetoric, argued that there could be no possible doubt about 
Khrushchev’s aims: 
He wants to extend his empire. … The concentration of 
Communist weapons and soldiers in Cuba probably does not 
represent a serious military danger to us. Khrushchev and Castro 
are not that mad. But there can be no mistake about their drive to 
expand Communism into Latin America – the ugliest type of 
empire, the one most cruel to the peoples it conquers, and the one 
that imposes on them a discipline they cannot possibly outgrow. 
We cannot let it happen. Neighborhood aside, Latin America is in 
this world and Cuba is now an arsenal of Russian imperialism.116 
It is important to note that the Cuban Missile Crisis was the first instance in 
which The Reporter fully supported, and even applauded, President Kennedy. 
The United States had finally taken the lead. In his first editorial after the Cuban 
Missile Crisis Ascoli reflected that he had been “stirred” by Kennedy’s October 
22 television speech to the nation. “Since that hour,” he wrote, “our original 
pride has become substantiated by conviction and strengthened by confidence. 
Apprehension has been balanced by the certainty that no matter how appalling 
the risk, the President has saved us from an even greater horror: that of being 
gradually made into unresisting objects of Soviet provocation and Soviet 
aggression.”117 Ascoli concluded his editorial by stating solemnly: “May God 
bless our President.”118 The Reporter’s all-out support for Kennedy’s firm 
stance during the Cuban Missile Crisis foreshadowed the magazine’s attitude 
towards President Johnson’s approach to Vietnam during the second half of the 
1960s. 
The Road to Vietnam 
In 1961 the Berlin Crisis, the failed Bay of Pigs invasion and the Geneva 
negotiations over the neutralization of Laos sparked a debate about the ultimate 
aims of US foreign policy. A number of liberal commentators advocated not 
only negotiating with the Communists, but the neutralization of those states 
threatened to be engulfed by Communism. In response, The Reporter grew even 
more vehement in its advocacy of the need for US involvement in Europe, Latin 
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America, and Southeast Asia.119 Max Ascoli made it very clear that in his 
opinion the Communists simply could not be trusted. “When we rely on this 
kind of neutrality,” he noted, “we end it. The more formal the decision on our 
part and the more serious our disengagement, the more quickly and thoroughly 
the coalition-rule country will turn into a People’s Democracy. Then we have 
not neutralized a country; we have neutralized ourselves in that country.” Ascoli 
did not, therefore, believe in neutrality for Laos, or any other country: “As far as 
we are concerned, to the now fashionable question of which country should we 
disengage ourselves from, our answer is: from none. And if it is asked which 
country we would like to have neutralized by a coalition government with 
Communist participation, our answer is again: none.”120 The Reporter thus 
advocated that the United States continue to protect countries such as Cuba and 
Laos from Communist incursion. 
Although some of The Reporter’s readers perceived this persistent 
advocacy of US interference as a turn to the right, it is not surprising, with 
hindsight, that the magazine took such a firm stand. The Cold War assumptions 
that characterized the liberal consensus of the 1950s – the conviction that 
Communism was morally reprehensible, a profound belief in American 
exceptionalism and a devotion to spreading freedom and democracy around the 
world, and the notion that global and local occurrences were closely 
interconnected, due, in large part, to the monolithic nature of international 
Communism – were among The Reporter’s founding principles.121 On the basis 
of these principles The Reporter displayed the same reasoning which, as Jeffrey 
P. Kimball has noted in The Reasons Why: The Debate About the Causes of US 
Involvement in the Vietnam War (1990), formed the official government 
explanation for American involvement in Vietnam.122 The Reporter propagated 
two basic assumptions about the nature of international Communism: that is 
was morally reprehensible and that it was bent on world domination. The 
magazine persistently argued that the Communist bloc formed a direct threat to 
the safety of the free world and, therefore, to US national security. Although 
The Reporter acknowledged the Sino-Soviet split and did not present 
Communism as a monolithic threat, the magazine did make it clear that 
Communist China posed a serious threat in its own right and was even more 
aggressive in pursuing its goals. The Reporter also persistently presented all 
Communist parties or movements as pawns of either the Soviets or the Chinese. 
Whereas Communist action was consistently referred to as “aggression,” US 
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action was always denoted as “defensive.” During the 1950s The Reporter 
played an important role in promoting the containment doctrine and, given its 
response to the Berlin Crisis and the Bay of Pigs invasion, it seems that by 1961 
the magazine had even begun to favor roll-back. As we have seen, the magazine 
was opposed to any form of appeasement, arguing that the Marxist conception 
of history rendered peaceful coexistence impossible. Finally, The Reporter was 
an ardent advocate of the domino theory, arguing that the United States needed 
to intervene in such hotspots as Berlin, Cuba, Laos, and Vietnam to prevent 
Communist takeovers in the surrounding countries. This theory featured 
prominently in The Reporter’s pages long before President Eisenhower coined 
the term “domino theory” in an April 7, 1954, press conference. In fact, the 
magazine’s very first article on Vietnam, published in February 1950, was titled 
“Viet Nam – Roadblock to Communism.” The fear that Communism might 
spread to neighboring countries formed a prominent feature of this article, 
which set the tone for the eighteen years of Vietnam coverage that were to 
follow.123 
As Frank Ninkovich has pointed out, the domino theory had been 
conceived before the emergence of the Cold War.124 It is important to point out, 
however, that The Reporter emerged at the time when this theory was first being 
implemented. As the first Cold War conflicts arose, the Truman administration 
grappled with the formulation of a forceful US policy to counter Communist 
aggression. As we have seen, The Reporter played an active role in facilitating 
this debate. The magazine published numerous articles and editorials outlining 
policy proposals, many of them written by government officials. The Reporter 
was instrumental in calling attention to the psychological dimension of the Cold 
War.125 Throughout the 1950s The Reporter played an important role in shaping 
the mindset that would lead the United States into Vietnam and in promoting 
the line of reasoning the would come to justify the Vietnam War and would 
ultimately lead to its escalation. The Reporter’s stance on the Vietnam War 
formed the logical outcome of its earlier coverage of the Cold War conflict in 
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such trouble spots as Berlin, Cuba, and Laos, which had emphasized the 
symbolic importance of American involvement in these conflicts. 
It is important to note that between 1950 and 1968 The Reporter’s basic 
perception of the conflict in Vietnam did not change. Even when many liberals 
began to argue that, the changing character of the Cold War – due to the Sino-
Soviet split and the prospect of détente – called for a revision of the domino 
theory, The Reporter continued to hold on to its convictions. Despite the fact 
that an increasing number of people argued that the Vietnam War was 
essentially a civil war in which the United States were unjustly involved, The 
Reporter continued to portray the Vietnam War as a struggle with international 
Communism.126 
This divergence between The Reporter and the liberal community will 
be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 10 (Turn to the Right?), but it should 
be noted here that The Reporter was an early advocate of American 
involvement in the conflict in Vietnam. The February 1950 article “Viet Nam – 
Roadblock to Communism” called for American financial aid to the country, in 
order to save the entire region from Communist usurpation.127 A few months 
later, in what appeared to be an attempt at opening its pages to a discussion, The 
Reporter published an article expressing the opposite point of view. In this 
article Harold R. Isaacs presciently noted that American involvement in 
Vietnam was an “ill-conceived adventure doomed to end in … self-inflicted 
defeat.”128 Isaacs warned: “No foreign army has been able to win and hold any 
significant territory in Asia since the turn of the century.” The United States, he 
argued, would not be able to “resist this irresistible historical trend.” In fact, 
Isaacs argued, by supporting the French colonialists the United States was 
providing the Soviets with powerful propaganda. Isaacs argued that the calls for 
increased American involvement were “the result of simple anti-Communist 
panic” and of “seeing Asian problems through European eyes and making no 
real attempt to know what they look like through Asian eyes.”129 
Although The Reporter published Isaac’s article, the editors made it 
clear that this piece did not represent the magazine’s editorial stance. It seems, 
in fact, that the article may have been published expressly to highlight what, 
from The Reporter’s perspective, were the flaws in Isaac’s reasoning. In a 
separate editorial note the editors argued that its ideological, economic, and 
military power obliged the United States to intervene in the affairs of other 
nations: 
Since the war the United States has had to intervene in the affairs 
of foreign countries where conflicts have developed that could 
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have sparked a new international conflagration. We have had a 
series of gambles, all risky, costly, and unpleasant – for our 
government could not help intervening and had no choice as to 
which side it was going to back. We gambled in Iran, in Greece, in 
Turkey, in Indonesia. … Now, once more with no alternative, we 
are supporting the Bao Dai government in Indo-China. 
Although they conceded that getting involved in Vietnam was “probably one of 
the most reckless gambles we have ever had to take,” there was no 
alternative.130 
This early assertion of The Reporter’s position on American 
involvement in Vietnam illustrates the consistency of its views. Clearly, The 
Reporter had been founded explicitly to express the belief in American 
exceptionalism and the need to defend freedom and democracy in the face of 
Communist aggression. By 1961 The Reporter’s very purpose and existence had 
become so inextricably bound to this particular mindset, that to abandon it 
would have left the magazine without a well-defined worldview. Since The 
Reporter had never been in the habit of objectively reporting on world events, 
that would have been disastrous. As a result, it continued to cling to its 
convictions, long after many of its friends and readers had abandoned not only 
these convictions, but the magazine itself as well. It was this inability to adjust 
its editorial stand to the context of its time which would eventually lead to The 
Reporter’s demise. Although from the mid-1960s The Reporter covered the 
Vietnam War more extensively than it did any other topic, the magazine’s 
portrayal of the conflict itself and its justification remained essentially the same. 
                                                     
130 “The Indo-China Gamble,” The Reporter’s Notes, The Reporter 2, no. 8 (April 11, 1950), 1. 
 
 Chapter 9 – Propaganda, Policy, and Covert 
Operations 
The Reporter and the Cold War State-Private Network 
In recent years Cold War scholarship has focused increasingly on the role 
private citizens and organizations played in shaping Cold War ideology and 
foreign policy. A great many scholars have explored the intricacies of the 
relationship between the state and such private actors as religious organizations, 
youth and student groups, women’s groups, artists and intellectuals, and trade 
unions.1 This chapter places The Reporter firmly in the context of this research 
on the Cold War state-private network, tracing the magazine’s role in shaping 
American propaganda and foreign policy, and its involvement in Cold War 
covert operations. 
During the early years of the Cold War prominent intellectuals, 
academics, journalists, and corporate and media executives joined forces with 
intelligence personnel and policymakers in shaping American foreign policy. 
Though extensive, this influential network was not tightly structured. It was 
based on a similarity in background which included the old school ties of the 
Ivy League universities, as well as the experience of working closely together at 
the Office of War Information (OWI) and the Office of Strategic Services 
(OSS), the wartime propaganda and intelligence services. Due to its shared 
background this powerful elite had similar ideals about the postwar world and a 
similar outlook on America’s role in international affairs. They shared the same 
liberal ideals, a fierce anti-Communism, and a strong belief in the value of 
international cooperation through such organizations and initiatives as the 
United Nations, a united Europe, and an Atlantic Alliance. With the 
establishment of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) in 1947 this network 
came to play an essential role in the Agency’s efforts to counter the threat posed 
by international Communism and to promote American foreign policy interests 
abroad. 
Max Ascoli was an active member of this network and so were his 
advisers, most of the staff members he hired, and many of the contributors his 
new magazine featured. The Reporter, founded explicitly as the new magazine 
for the postwar era, not only emerged from this state-private network, but came 
to embody its vision of the postwar world. The magazine’s founders believed 
that the threat of international Communism could be countered through 
international cooperation, which, in turn, could be achieved through the 
encouragement of mutual understanding. The magazine’s editors strongly 
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believed in the interdependence of the nations of the world, and viewed the 
different interlocking alliances created in the years following World War II as 
the only means for survival. The pursuit of a clear and overarching American 
ideology, accompanied by a long-range national policy, formed The Reporter’s 
primary objective. As such, The Reporter forms a prominent example of the role 
intellectuals played in shaping Cold War foreign policy and propaganda. The 
Reporter’s origins and objectives made the magazine the perfect embodiment of 
the emerging Cold War state-private network. 
This chapter delves beneath the surface of the account of its origins and 
founding as publicly projected by The Reporter itself. Based on a different 
selection of sources, including Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) and CIA 
files obtained through Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) requests, it offers 
another – more accurate – perspective on the motivations underlying the 
magazine’s founding. The first part of this chapter explores The Reporter’s 
World War II origins, the network from which it emerged, and the connection 
between those origins and the magazine’s Cold War stance. This chapter further 
examines the magazine’s advocacy of and active participation in American 
psychological warfare efforts. The final part of this chapter investigates The 
Reporter’s connections to the intelligence community and the magazine’s role 
in American covert operations. What does The Reporter’s involvement with 
such operations tell us about the magazine’s journalistic independence? Was 
The Reporter nothing but a mouthpiece, or was it an independent platform of 
ideas? The answers to these particular questions will provide new insights into 
the functioning of The Reporter as a Cold War magazine, and as an 
exemplification of the Cold War state-private network.2 
World War II Origins 
As we have seen in Chapter 1 (Origins & Founding), once Max Ascoli arrived 
in the United States, he quickly became one of America’s most prominent anti-
Fascists, warning American liberals about the dangers of totalitarianism and the 
threat it posed not only to European nations, but to American democracy as 
well. During the 1930s and 1940s Ascoli became acquainted with a great 
number of highly influential intellectuals, academics, and politicians. These 
contacts were forged through Ascoli’s association with the Rockefeller 
Foundation, which brought him to the United States and furnished him with an 
appointment at the University in Exile. Ascoli was the only non-German among 
the eleven original members of this graduate faculty of the New School for 
Social Research and served as its Dean in 1940 and 1941. One of Ascoli’s 
primary tasks as Dean of the University in Exile was raising funds to rescue 
European scholars from the threat of Fascism and bring them to the United 
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States. In its efforts on behalf of these European scholars, the New School 
worked closely with the Rockefeller Foundation, the Emergency Rescue 
Committee, and the State Department. During this period Ascoli established a 
number of valuable and lasting friendships, including those with Assistant 
Secretary of State Adolf A. Berle and Nelson Rockefeller, both of whom were 
deeply involved in wartime propaganda and intelligence work and would play a 
crucial role in the CIA’s covert operations during the late 1940s and throughout 
the 1950s.3 
Ascoli made further connections when he served as president of the 
Mazzini Society, which worked closely with the OWI in steering Italian-
Americans away from Mussolini’s propaganda and explaining and defending 
the Italian people to the American public, influencing American policy toward 
Italy in the process.4 In 1941 Ascoli joined the Office of the Coordinator of 
Inter-American Affairs (OCIAA). The agency, led by Nelson Rockefeller, 
aimed to strengthen the bonds between the nations of the Western Hemisphere 
in order to form a united front against the Axis powers. The OCIAA, which 
predated the OWI and OSS, served as a testing ground for American 
propaganda techniques that would play an important role in both World War II 
and Cold War propaganda.5 From 1941 till 1943 Ascoli was in charge of the 
Bureau of Latin American Research in Washington, DC, which had been set up 
by the OCIAA and the New School for Social Research. As the liaison between 
the agents in Latin America, the scholars at the New School, and the officials at 
the OCIAA, Ascoli played an important role in propaganda and intelligence 
missions during World War II.6 
It is likely that in his efforts for the OCIAA Ascoli worked closely 
together with the State Department. Ascoli’s good friend, Adolf A. Berle, was 
the State Department’s most ardent advocate of Pan American cooperation to 
resist totalitarian intrusion.7 Although there is no mention of such a cooperation 
in Berle’s published diaries, it is clear that Berle was among the prominent New 
Deal liberals with whom Ascoli had become acquainted before the war. The 
first mention of their friendship in Berle’s diaries is dated January 28, 1940, 
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when Ascoli had dinner with Berle and his wife Beatrice and the three of them 
discussed the possibility of making peace in Europe.8 
Ascoli also worked together with C.D. Jackson, who served as the 
director of the Council for Democracy. At the time, Jackson was one of 
America’s key psychological warfare experts. The Council for Democracy was 
a psychological warfare initiative designed to coordinate all activities aimed at 
the promotion and defense of democracy. Ascoli was a member of the board of 
the Council for Democracy, serving as a link between the Council and both the 
Mazzini Society and the University in Exile.9 Jackson would later become 
deputy chief of the Psychological Warfare Division of Eisenhower’s Supreme 
Headquarters Allied Expeditionary Force (SHAEF). 
At the end of the war Ascoli used his extensive network to set up The 
Reporter and surround himself with a like-minded staff. One of the things most 
of them had in common was their wartime employment with OWI and OSS. 
These wartime propaganda and intelligence services, which formed a real 
breeding ground for journalistic talent, not only instilled in their employees an 
appreciation of propaganda, but also an attitude of government service which 
they carried over to their civilian careers after the war. 
OWI and OSS: Breeding Ground for Journalistic Talent 
In August 1947 Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., provided the following advice on 
assembling the magazine’s staff: 
Perhaps the best preliminary training is wartime political 
intelligence work – of the type carried on, for example, in the 
Research and Analysis Branch of OSS. This kind of training 
counteracts both the newspaperman’s glibness and the 
academician’s timidity; and it focuses pretty much on the kind of 
problems which the magazine will be concerned with.10 
Schlesinger, Jr., himself had started out as a writer-researcher at OWI’s Bureau 
of Publications in September 1942, writing speeches and reports. When the 
Domestic Branch of OWI was abolished in June 1943, Schlesinger, Jr., joined 
OSS’ Research and Analysis Branch in Washington, DC, where he edited PW 
Weekly – a classified journal, the PW stood for psychological warfare – and 
later worked for this same branch in London and Paris.11 One of Max Ascoli’s 
most important advisers at the time of The Reporter’s founding, Schlesinger, Jr., 
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drew on his OWI and OSS networks to provide the new magazine with a 
capable staff which was on the same wavelength as the editorial board. 
Wallace Carroll, former head of OWI’s London office, was a case in 
point. As The Reporter’s first managing editor, Carroll was responsible for 
hiring staff as well as formulating the magazine’s founding principles and 
philosophy. Shortly after his appointment as head of The Reporter’s trial-office, 
Carroll published a book entitled Persuade or Perish. In this book – on which 
he had been working while writing the initial memos concerning The Reporter’s 
policy and Cold War stance – Carroll argued that the Cold War was first and 
foremost a psychological war and that the United States was trailing far behind 
the Soviet Union in techniques of psychological warfare.12 
Most Reporter staff members shared the experience of working for the 
wartime propaganda and intelligence services. Sidney Alexander, Lewis 
Galantière, William Harlan Hale, and Douglass Cater had all started their 
journalistic careers working for OWI and OSS. Llewellyn White, another 
prominent member of The Reporter’s trial-staff, had even served as special 
adviser to OWI director Elmer Davis.13 Marya Mannes, who joined the staff of 
The Reporter in 1952 as its regular theater and television critic, worked for both 
OWI and OSS. Because federal law prevented the government from hiring 
foreigners during World War II, Mannes set up a company called Short Wave 
Research, which provided personnel for foreign language broadcasts, for the 
screening of American foreign-language media for hidden messages, and for 
intelligence gathering. From 1941 till 1943, Mannes directed Short Wave 
Research, which worked closely together with OWI and OSS.14 In her memoir 
Out of My Time (1971) Mannes described the process as follows: “Our … job 
… consisted largely of interviewing hundreds of refugees from France and Italy 
and Germany and Austria and Czechoslovakia as a preliminary to possible use 
in the Office of War Information. Those who were recommended by us were 
then sent on to the OWI. If they were accepted by the agency as broadcast 
writers or speakers or researchers, they were technically employed and paid for 
by us.”15 Any of those screened who were found to be either suspicious or more 
suited to intelligence work, were sent on to OSS. 
In 1943 Mannes joined OSS as an intelligence analyst, and soon moved 
on to OSS’ counter-intelligence section, also known as X-2. “Here,” Mannes 
later wrote, “about six or eight of us, mostly men, were taught things that 
enthralled my Mata Hari soul. How to pick locks, how to piece together small 
bits of paper retrieved from trash, how to break codes, how to take photographs 
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without being noticed, how to find things hidden in strange places.”16 Mannes 
was subsequently sent on a four-month counter-intelligence mission to Portugal 
and Spain. Her cover was an assignment for The New Yorker, but the trip was 
paid for by OSS. In Out of My Time, Mannes gave her stint as a counter-
intelligence agent the comedy treatment she felt it deserved: 
B548 (or whatever my number was) was given no specific 
assignments beyond infiltration of suspected Fascist circles and an 
open ear. 
She spent her time eavesdropping on any German handy and 
hanging around local dives with correspondents, friendly and 
otherwise. 
She discovered in time that circles for infiltration, salons of 
nobility and upper class sympathetic to Germans, were presided 
over by hostesses not sympathetic to big blond American writers 
with pretensions to glamour. Discovered equally that the 
gentlemen were. So had no access to homes because Latin 
gentlemen preferred single dating outside. What is more, they 
refused to believe she was really a writer. (“What are you doing 
over here, a beautiful woman like you, alone?”) Proof and 
protestations availing nothing, B548 changes her tack. 
When asked what she does, she narrows her eyes and whispers: 
“Didn’t you know, I am an international spy!” This breaks up the 
gents and the tension (partially). They think it is very funny, and 
only then open up. Spy then has to make concession, but just how 
far? Agent requests advice from local X2 superior, is told “As far 
as you need.” Thanks a lot.17 
As she herself was more than willing to admit, Mannes was not a very efficient 
spy. “If my country derived any benefit from my services at all … it was a 
lesson that henceforth no female as conspicuous as myself should be sent 
abroad as an agent, especially in Latin countries.” Yet even though she did not 
gather much relevant intelligence, Mannes did report on the political situation in 
Spain and Portugal, sending OSS detailed assessments of the reaction to foreign 
broadcasts and the general feeling among the public, the army, and workers in 
both countries. In addition, her articles for The New Yorker informed her fellow 
American citizens about the situation in Spain and Portugal, two nations which, 
as her accounts indicated, were supposedly neutral, but had not been 
neutralized.18 
The two most prominent examples of the connection between The 
Reporter and the network of former OWI and OSS employees were Philip 
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Horton and Douglass Cater, both of whom cultivated their OWI and OSS 
contacts for The Reporter’s benefit. Cater worked for the USSR division of the 
OSS Research and Analysis (R&A) branch, a position that rendered him of 
great interest to the post-war intelligence community, as we will see further on 
in this chapter. Horton had been a key intelligence officer with OSS in 
Washington, DC, London, and Paris. After joining OSS in May 1942, he 
initially worked for the Foreign Nationalities Branch in Washington, DC, where 
he cultivated contacts with European exiles. In June 1943 Horton was assigned 
to the OSS’ Secret Intelligence Branch in London, where he served as a liaison 
to US and Allied intelligence officers. In 1944 Horton was transferred to the 
Secret Intelligence Branch in Paris, becoming chief of that branch by the end of 
the war.19 In Paris, Horton would play an important role in validating the 
continued existence of an American intelligence agency, shifting attention from 
World War II to Cold War concerns. Although the OSS was officially 
disbanded at the end of 1945, and it was not until 1947 that the CIA was 
created, Horton apparently continued his intelligence work. Horton’s superior, 
B. Homer Hall, who was in charge of Secret Intelligence’s Western Europe 
Section, put it as follows in a 1946 memorandum: 
Mr. Horton has developed an intelligence chain producing 
information of utmost importance relative to Russian military and 
diplomatic activities. In fact, this particular chain is one of the few 
competent sources of information on Russia, and it is imperative 
that it be maintained. At present, Mr. Horton is the only man 
available possessed of the background and qualifications necessary 
to keep the chain intact. 
When the CIA was founded in 1947, Horton was appointed the Agency’s first 
station chief in Paris.20 
Naturally, this close affiliation with US propaganda and intelligence 
efforts influenced The Reporter’s policy and stance. The magazine’s ideas about 
propaganda and psychological warfare clearly had their origin in the staff’s 
OWI and OSS training. As a result of their common background, the 
magazine’s staff shared not only a strong belief in the fruitful cooperation 
between the press and government, but also a commitment to making The 
Reporter a valuable instrument for increasing mutual understanding between the 
United States and the rest of the world. 
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Propaganda & Policy: A Coordinated Effort 
The Reporter’s founding and emergence as a platform for the Cold War state-
private network coincided with the height of the ideological battle between the 
United States and the Soviet Union for the hearts and minds of Europe. During 
these years, the United States attempted to catch up to and overtake the Soviet 
Union’s propaganda efforts by increasing its own propaganda initiatives, aimed 
both at Eastern and at Western Europe.21 The Reporter fervently advocated such 
a stepped-up American propaganda effort. Among The Reporter’s key 
contributors in this area were William Harlan Hale and Lewis Galantière, both 
of whom had worked for OWI during the war. Hale had been in charge of 
propaganda broadcasts to Germany first from New York and later from London, 
Paris, and Luxemburg. At the end of the war Hale was transferred to Germany, 
where he served as policy adviser for the information control division of the US 
forces in Europe. It is important to note that, like a number of other Reporter 
staff members, Hale moved back and forth from journalism to government 
service. He joined The Reporter’s staff in 1949, left in 1950 to serve as press 
attaché and director of public affairs at the American embassy in Vienna, a very 
sensitive job in the Cold War context, and returned in 1954 as a contributing 
editor to The Reporter, a function he held till 1958.22 Lewis Galantière was a 
prominent translator of French drama, fiction, poetry, and scholarship. During 
the war he served as director of French operations for OWI.23 In their articles 
Hale and Galantière urged American policymakers to launch a coordinated 
campaign to counter Soviet propaganda. Whereas Americans saw propaganda 
as an end in itself, they pointed out, the Soviets employed it as one element in a 
larger scheme of political warfare. This made Soviet propaganda much more 
effective than American efforts in that field. In order to be truly effective, Hale 
and Galantière pointed out, American propaganda needed to be backed up by 
more tangible foreign policy and diplomacy initiatives. 
In his 1950 article “The A.B.C. of Psychological Warfare” Hale simply 
stated: “Your propaganda is your policy, and an inspiring, vigorous policy is 
obviously your best propaganda.”24 Both Hale and Galantière urged American 
policymakers to start paying more attention to their international constituency 
and, in order to reach this constituency in the most effective manner, to start 
listening to America’s propagandists. Hale argued that American policymakers 
needed to realize that if American propaganda efforts failed, there was “no point 
in blaming your propaganda; something has gone wrong with your policy. If 
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you decide, for instance, to ally yourself with General Franco in order to fight 
Communism more effectively, don’t assume that you can convince mankind 
that you are unalterably on the side of freedom.”25 What the United States 
needed above all was a clear and overarching foreign policy. In a joint effort, 
American propagandists and policymakers needed to communicate what the 
United States stood for in such a way that there could be no mistake about the 
meaning of this message, and then they needed to act on it.26 
In a 1951 article titled “What Ails U.S. Propaganda?” Galantière even 
went as far as to argue that “the propagandist’s function must be regarded as 
equal in importance with the political and military functions at the planning 
stage; it must be co-ordinated with those functions in the operating stage.”27 
Propaganda, in other words, needed to be part of “an orchestrated campaign,” 
not incorporated as an afterthought. It is important to note that The Reporter’s 
advocacy of such a coordinated political warfare effort, integrating foreign 
policy, diplomacy, military operations, and propaganda, predated the creation of 
Truman’s Psychological Strategy Board (PSB) and subsequent similar 
initiatives by the Eisenhower and Kennedy administrations.28 
In March 1953, The Reporter published a special theme issue on the 
subject of psychological warfare. By this time, the Eisenhower administration 
had replaced Truman’s policy of containment with a strong commitment to 
rollback and the conviction that psychological warfare could play a central role 
in the liberation of Eastern Europe. The contributors to this theme issue 
expressed their concern about the Eisenhower administration’s failure to take 
into account the limitations of psychological warfare. Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., 
for example, made it clear that he considered the “cult of psychological 
warfare” – the conviction that propaganda could stir up resistance behind the 
iron curtain, and could thus bring about the liberation of the satellite states – “a 
dangerous illusion.”29 To use psychological warfare to its full potential would 
require a far-reaching curtailment of civil liberties and the freedom of the press. 
Therefore, Schlesinger, Jr., argued, a democracy could never use it as more than 
an auxiliary weapon. Political warfare – diplomacy, foreign policy, and military 
force – needed to be the focus of America’s Cold War campaign.30 In his 
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accompanying editorial Max Ascoli argued that it was a delusion to think “that 
the enslaved peoples will break their chains if only we exert the proper pressure 
on their psyches.” Instead, Ascoli argued, “the most effective instrument for 
persuasion of foreign peoples is the image of America … what really gets 
across to other people’s minds are our actions and our beliefs, the way we 
behave and talk at home and abroad.”31 In order to salvage America’s image 
abroad, Ascoli argued, the Eisenhower administration needed to end 
McCarthyism once and for all: “We can never shake off fear and propagate 
freedom among fearful, unfree people unless on the national scene we behave as 
men who are free and unafraid.”32 Once again, Ascoli advocated the formation 
of “a firm American policy, proportionate with our means, designed to stop the 
doubts and guessing about our intentions. If we have such a policy and back it 
up here at home by showing how we deal with our internal dangers, then we can 
count on the effectiveness of that remedial tool which is propaganda.”33 
The Eisenhower administration would be painfully confronted with the 
limitations of its psychological warfare efforts when in 1956 the broadcasts of 
Radio Free Europe (RFE) inspired uprisings in Poland and Hungary. The 
propaganda broadcasts had convinced the rebels that the Americans would 
come to their aid. The United States, however, was unable to intervene without 
setting off a full-scale war with Soviet Russia and was forced to stand by while 
Soviet tanks suppressed the uprisings.34 
In light of these developments the Reporter article “Should We Stir Up 
Resistance Behind the Iron Curtain Now?”, published in October 1952, can only 
be described as prescient. The author, a British journalist writing under the 
pseudonym of Alexander Boray, pointed out that “recent utterances by 
prominent Americans have led many Europeans to assume that this country is 
preparing to encourage underground warfare and active resistance behind the 
Iron Curtain.”35 Boray urged American policymakers to proceed with caution, 
arguing that the purpose of American propaganda outlets such as RFE and the 
Voice of America should be to strengthen “the habit of listening to the West,” 
and to encourage passive resistance, but not to incite overt or direct action of 
any kind.36 Boray’s comments showed a great deal of foresight. He argued that 
active resistance would provoke the Soviets into quenching all forms of 
resistance once and for all. Consequently, Boray predicted, “whole populations, 
exposed to terrible revenge and disappointed in their hopes, might turn against 
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the West in bitter resentment. America would not be able to help them without 
going to war. And to drive them to active resistance without coming to their 
help would surely be a betrayal of the kind the Russians were guilty of in 1944 
when they left the Poles in Warsaw to be destroyed by the Germans.”37 This 
was exactly the course of events that occurred in 1956, when revolution broke 
out in Poland and Hungary.38 
The Reporter was quick to draw the conclusion that the United States 
had failed the Eastern European revolutionaries. The editors asserted that too 
many Americans had assumed that the satellite states had been lost to 
Communism forever, while others had been too ambitious in their propaganda 
efforts, giving the Eastern European revolutionaries the impression that the 
United States would come to their aid.39 In “The Lessons of Hungary” Edmond 
Taylor, introduced to the magazine’s readers as “one of the pioneers of 
psychological warfare,” argued that American officials had underestimated the 
Eastern European people. One of The Reporter’s key European correspondents 
from 1953 till the magazine’s folding, Taylor was the author of The Strategy of 
Terror (1940), a study of Hitler’s psychological warfare methods. During the 
early years of World War II Taylor served under William J. Donovan at the 
Office of the Coordinator of Information (COI) in Washington, DC. When the 
COI was replaced by the OSS in 1942, Taylor became OSS Chief in Southeast 
Asia. At the end of the war Taylor became a member of the staff of the US High 
Commission in Germany (HICOG), where he was responsible for devising 
American propaganda to encourage and expedite European unification. During 
the early years of the Eisenhower administration Taylor had served as secretary 
of the PSB.40 In all of these functions Taylor played an important role in the 
development of American psychological warfare strategies. In “The Lessons of 
Hungary” Taylor accused American officials of having simply assumed that the 
people living behind the Iron Curtain had been completely indoctrinated by 
Communism and that they had lost the will to resist the Communist regimes 
under which they were forced to live. The Reporter had been trying to 
overthrow this myth and had certainly made an effort to demonstrate the 
difference between the situation in the Soviet Union itself and the situation in 
the satellite states.41 The US’ failure to come to the aid of the Hungarian 
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revolutionaries underscored The Reporter’s argument that propaganda alone 
was not enough. “Our government,” The Reporter’s editors wrote, “can be 
forgiven for having been caught unawares, but it can never be forgiven if no 
preparations are made to meet possible future revolts in Eastern Europe.”42 The 
Reporter was convinced that the United States could reach the people of Eastern 
Europe and motivate them to overthrow their Communist oppressors. If backed 
up by policy and based on a proper assessment of the local situation, 
propaganda could be very effective. It can be concluded, then, that The Reporter 
was a critical advocate of American propaganda and that its criticism of the 
American propaganda effort was aimed first and foremost at perfecting it and 
increasing its effectiveness.43 The magazine’s stance on propaganda and 
political warfare forms a prominent example of its efforts to help shape 
American policy. 
The Reporter and the Campaign of Truth 
Throughout its existence The Reporter served as a platform for State 
Department officials, as well as Foreign Service and intelligence officers, who 
directed their contributions at legislators and policymakers, both in Congress 
and the White House, and at public opinion in general. One instance in which 
The Reporter served as a very effective platform was the Campaign of Truth. 
Launched by President Truman in a speech before the American Society of 
Newspaper Editors on April 20, 1950, the Campaign of Truth was developed by 
the State Department to counter Soviet propaganda efforts, in particular the 
Soviet “peace” campaign, which deftly took advantage of Western Europeans’ 
fear of the prospect of nuclear war. The United States attempted to take the 
psychological offensive with increased Voice of America radio broadcasts, 
aimed primarily at Eastern Europe, and “a torrent of books, magazines, press 
releases, documentary films and newsreels, posters, and handbills meant for 
audiences in Western Europe.”44 
The similarities between Truman’s speech and The Reporter’s editorial 
line, as put forth in its 1949 prospectus and in subsequent editorials by Max 
Ascoli, are striking. There is not only a strong similarity in ideas about US 
responsibility in world affairs, the importance of psychological warfare, and the 
responsibility of the press, but in rhetoric as well. The terms “truth” and “facts” 
played a central role in Truman’s Campaign of Truth. Soviet propaganda, which 
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was based on nothing but “deceit, distortion, and lies,” needed to be countered 
with “the true facts.” The United States, he argued, needed to “present the truth 
to millions of people who are uninformed or misinformed or unconvinced. ... 
We must make ourselves known as we really are, not as Communist propaganda 
pictures us.”45 As we have seen, The Reporter explicitly presented itself as “A 
Magazine of Facts and Ideas” and the term “facts” featured prominently in the 
magazine’s prospectus. 
In his speech, Truman insisted on the responsibility of the press in 
creating an informed citizenry and in shaping American foreign policy: “You 
and I,” Truman said to the American Society of Newspaper Editors, “have a 
great many important problems in common, and one of the most important of 
these is the responsibility that we share in helping to make the foreign policy of 
the United States of America.”46 Helping shape American foreign policy had 
been The Reporter’s objective from the very start: “We shall deal with 
policies,” the editors wrote in the prospectus, “and our reporting of facts and 
ideas will be aimed at promoting the constant development of an American 
policy adequate to the responsibilities and to the limitations of America in the 
present moment of history.”47 
The idea that the end of World War II marked the beginning of a new 
era formed a key component of both Truman’s speech and The Reporter’s 
prospectus. As we have seen, The Reporter explicitly presented itself as a 
magazine for a new era of international responsibility and cooperation. Truman 
expressed a very similar idea when he told the representatives of the press: 
“There has never been a time in our history when there was so great a need for 
our citizens to be informed and to understand what is happening in the world.” 
Like the State Department officials who devised the Campaign of Truth, The 
Reporter’s editors were convinced that both the American public and American 
policymakers needed to be better informed about world affairs and that it was 
the responsibility of the press to provide them with “the basic facts” they 
needed to make up their minds. In his speech Truman pointed out that “one vital 
function of a free press is to present the facts on which the citizens of a 
democracy can base their decisions.” The American press, he argued, formed 
the “link between the American people and world affairs.”48 Once again, this 
was exactly what The Reporter strove to be. “We believe,” the editors wrote in 
the prospectus, “that the national and international facts … can be reported in 
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the perspective of what they mean to the American people and what the 
American people can do about them.”49 
It is important to note that in his address Truman argued that the United 
States needed to use “every means …, private as well as governmental, to get 
the truth to other people. Private groups and organizations,” the President 
pointed out, “have an important part to play.” He pointed specifically to 
“newspapers and magazines, radio, and motion pictures.”50 Clearly, The 
Reporter was more than willing to do its part. In the magazine’s prospectus the 
editors made it clear that countering anti-American propaganda at home and 
abroad was one of the magazine’s main raisons d’être. The editors promised 
their readers that they would do their utmost to present them with “the truth” 
about domestic as well as foreign affairs.51 In his editorials Max Ascoli also 
stressed the important role private organizations could play in Cold War 
propaganda: 
Our government leaders cannot easily keep up a name-calling 
contest with the Russians, but private groups can more freely 
undertake the job of denouncing Communist lies to the people of 
the whole world. Only private groups and individuals can actually 
show the spontaneous power of men and women united for 
freedom.52 
It was high time, Ascoli argued, for the stepped-up American propaganda effort 
Truman proposed.  The United States needed to counter the “peace offensive” 
which the Soviets were waging on the people of Europe; exploiting their fear of 
war and leading them toward neutralism.53 It was time the United States took 
the Communists to task for “confiscating and defiling the words that used to 
express our most cherished ideas – words like ‘peace,’ and ‘democracy,’ and 
‘people.’ Many men and women – including the writers of The Reporter – were 
asking, sometimes in anguish, when our government would say the words that 
would fire the imagination of men.”54 
Characteristically, The Reporter’s position on the Campaign of Truth 
was that of a critical advocate. “Truth is an invaluable weapon in our 
propaganda armory,” Ascoli pointed out in an editorial appropriately titled “The 
Propaganda Front,” “but it is a tactical rather than a strategic weapon.” First and 
foremost, the United States needed to devise a clear and overarching foreign 
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policy. “After we know what we want, we must tell it to the people of the world 
with absolute candor, but first of all we must have objectives that people 
everywhere will understand and share.”55 Although Ascoli believed very 
strongly in the power of words and ideas, words alone were not enough. “This 
is the time for the greatest propaganda effort we have ever made,” Ascoli 
concluded his editorial, “backed up by the example that we set.”56 
As Senator William Benton (Democrat, Connecticut) pointed out upon 
inserting Ascoli’s editorial “The Propaganda Front” in the Congressional 
Record, Ascoli had put “his finger on an important point concerning the debate 
now going on about our propaganda.”57 The Reporter, in other words, had 
reached its target audience: American policymakers. With its critical advocacy 
The Reporter made an important contribution to the debate about the Campaign 
of Truth that was taking place in Congress. 
As the example of the Campaign of Truth demonstrates, The Reporter 
formed an important platform for an influential group of people – State 
Department officials, intelligence officers, journalists, and intellectuals – who 
shared a certain vision of American foreign policy in the context of the Cold 
War. Like the China Lobby investigation in 1952, the Campaign of Truth forms 
a prominent example of the close cooperation between The Reporter and the 
Truman administration. It is important to note, in this respect, that The 
Reporter’s prospectus predated the Campaign of Truth by a full year. This 
shows that The Reporter did not simply assist the State Department in 
promoting the Campaign’s key ideas, the magazine actively helped shape them. 
Wallace Carroll was one of the men who worked closely with Edward W. 
Barrett, the head of the State Department’s Office of Public Affairs, to devise 
the Campaign of Truth. As head of The Reporter’s trial-office Carroll had 
played an important role in formulating the magazine’s philosophy and in 
drafting early versions of The Reporter’s prospectus. In addition, Barrett served 
as an adviser to Max Ascoli, an association which began in 1950, the same year 
the Campaign of Truth was devised.58 Clearly, the strong similarity between the 
ideas expressed in The Reporter and Truman’s Campaign of Truth was not 
coincidental and it can be concluded that the relationship between The Reporter 
and the State Department was based on reciprocity. 
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As David Krugler has demonstrated in his study on the Voice of 
America and domestic propaganda, the Campaign of Truth was not just aimed 
at an international, but also at a domestic audience. It was part of an effort to 
counter the McCarthyist attacks on the Truman administration, and more 
specifically, the State Department.59 During the early 1950s The Reporter 
worked closely with the State Department to counter these attacks. As the 
circumstances surrounding the publication of The Reporter’s exposé on the 
China Lobby illustrate, this cooperation extended far beyond the magazine’s 
support for the Campaign of Truth. 
In executing the Campaign of Truth, the State Department faced a great 
deal of opposition from Senator Joseph McCarthy and his associates, who not 
only sabotaged the State Department’s cultural and information programs by 
refusing to allocate the required funds, but also launched a full-blown 
investigation of the administration’s overseas information program. As we have 
seen in Chapter 6 (The Reporter’s Opposition to McCarthy), McCarthy and his 
associates denounced the State Department for sending The Reporter to US 
embassy libraries. Edward W. Barrett later recounted that at one point “the 
whole Campaign of Truth was nearly decimated at the urging of a powerful 
subcommittee chairman [Senator McCarran],” who, outraged over a critical 
article that had appeared in The Reporter, “persuaded the Senate Appropriations 
Committee to cut the budget nearly in half.”60 A number of senators friendly to 
the Truman administration stepped in to defend both The Reporter and the State 
Department, referring to the attacks as “misguided efforts at censorship” and 
praising the State Department for the effective job it was doing. “After three 
hours of this,” Barrett recalled, “the Senate finally voted to defeat the proposed 
slash by 52 to 16, the largest margin by which an appropriations committee 
recommendation had been defeated in fifty years.”61 
The fact that The Reporter got this caught up in the partisan struggle 
between the legislative and the executive power underscores the important role 
the magazine played not only in international, but also in domestic propaganda. 
The Reporter not only reported on new developments in the area of political 
warfare, but also played an active role in advocating new approaches and 
initiatives. The Reporter, in other words, formed a valuable instrument in Cold 
War efforts to influence public opinion both at home and abroad.62 
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The CIA’s “Mighty Wurlitzer” 
Overt initiatives such as the Campaign of Truth, the Voice of America, and 
educational and cultural exchanges, only served as a façade for a much larger 
covert propaganda effort, aimed at circumventing, as Scott Lucas has noted, 
“the aversion, at home and abroad, to state-directed propaganda” and the “lack 
of congressional willingness to allocate funds.”63 In 1948 Frank G. Wisner, 
head of the CIA’s Office of Policy Coordination, devised an organization to 
which he referred as his “mighty Wurlitzer.”64 Using many different devices – 
intellectual journals and think tanks, cultural initiatives, labor unions, youth 
organizations, women’s organizations, and religious groups – Wisner’s “mighty 
Wurlitzer” became a powerful propaganda instrument, providing “independent” 
support for American foreign policy objectives.65 It is telling that The 
Reporter’s founding coincided with the consolidation of these covert initiatives. 
In 1967 the machinations of this extensive state-private network were 
revealed. The press disclosed the CIA’s involvement in such ostensibly private 
organizations as the National Student Association (NSA), RFE and the 
Congress for Cultural Freedom (CCF). These institutions were funded indirectly 
by the CIA’s International Organizations Division, which channeled money 
through a network of conduits specifically created for this purpose as well as 
philanthropic foundations run by “witting” allies among America’s corporate 
elites. The Free Europe Committee (FEC) is one of the most prominent 
examples of the first category. The second category included such already 
existing organizations as the Rockefeller, Ford, and Farfield foundations.66 The 
secrecy surrounding the source of funding was a vital attribute of this campaign 
because, as Frances Stonor Saunders has pointed out, the CIA was convinced 
that “‘the most effective kind of propaganda’ was … the kind where ‘the subject 
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moves in the direction you desire for reasons which he believes to be his 
own.’”67 
The Reporter and the Cultural Cold War 
The emergence of The Reporter coincided with the period of the cultural Cold 
War, the ideological crusade aimed at improving America’s image in the eyes 
of European intellectuals and convince them that, unlike the Soviet Union, the 
United States was committed to political and intellectual freedom. Founded in 
1950, the CCF formed the centerpiece of this cultural Cold War: 
At its peak, the Congress for Cultural Freedom had offices in 
thirty-five countries, employed dozens of personnel, published 
over twenty prestige magazines, held art exhibitions, owned a 
news and feature service, organized high-profile international 
conferences, and rewarded musicians and artists with prizes and 
public performances.68 
A number of magazine projects were founded under the auspices of the CCF. 
The British magazine Encounter is the most prominent example, but the CCF 
also played an active role in the creation of highbrow journals in France 
(Preuves), Austria (Forum), and Italy (Tempo Presente).69 Der Monat, a West-
German magazine, forms another prominent example. Founded under the 
auspices of the US Office of Military Government in Germany (OMGUS), Der 
Monat was aimed specifically at countering anti-American sentiment in 
Germany. The magazine was closely aligned with the CCF; Melvin Lasky, its 
founder and editor, served as Secretary General of the Berlin CCF.70 The 
Reporter emerged from the same network of former OSS and OWI employees 
and was founded at the time this informal network was reinforced by the 
formation of the CIA. Like these CCF affiliated initiatives, The Reporter also 
aimed to promote mutual understanding between Europe and the United States. 
Many of The Reporter’s editors, staff members, advisers, and frequent 
contributors were closely involved with the CCF’s efforts. Max Ascoli himself 
was a member of the American Committee for Cultural Freedom (ACCF), the 
CCF’s American affiliate. Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., served as an important 
adviser to The Reporter at the time of his initial involvement with the CCF. 
Frances Stonor Saunders has argued that Schlesinger, Jr., was one of the few 
non-CIA people who knew, from the very start, the real background of the 
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CCF.71 Irving Kristol, who briefly served as Ascoli’s second-in-command after 
having left Encounter in 1958, forms another prominent example of the close 
connection between The Reporter and the CCF. Before serving as co-editor of 
the CCF-sponsored Encounter, Kristol had been executive director of the 
ACCF.72 Shirley Katzander, The Reporter’s director of promotion from 1954 till 
1968, had also been closely involved with the CCF before joining The Reporter. 
As public relations director of a small American-owned advertising and public 
relations firm in Paris, she ran the promotion campaign for the CCF’s 
“Masterpieces of the Twentieth Century” festival. As Katzander herself noted, 
“although the festival was ostensibly an arts project, it was highly political for, 
at that time, the anti-American, anti-West neutralists, led by Sartre and de 
Beauvoir, were at their peak and very influential. The festival was designed to 
show what Western intellectuals had achieved in the past 50 years. … This was 
not only a matter of publicizing the events and getting full houses but also 
underscoring the political implications for … journalists who came from around 
the world to cover the festival.”73 Clearly, The Reporter’s director of promotion 
was well-versed in the closely related arts of advertising and propaganda. 
The Reporter frequently published articles that originated with the CCF. 
In 1958, for example, it was the first US magazine to publish excerpts from 
Boris Pasternak’s Doctor Zhivago, which was about to be published through the 
CIA’s covert book program. Max Ascoli greatly admired Pasternak’s novel, 
which he saw as proof that even in Soviet Russia the free mind could triumph 
over totalitarian suppression.74 The Reporter published excerpts in three 
separate issues and devoted a fourth to an interview with Pasternak. The 
publication of the excerpts was greatly appreciated by The Reporter’s readers. 
One of them, a staff member of the Russian Institute at Columbia University, 
wrote: “I found the excerpts from Doctor Zhivago upon my return from the 
Soviet Union. The excerpts are extremely well selected. I believe that to a 
considerable extent they reflect the real historical and ideological significance 
of the novel, and The Reporter performed a unique service in bringing them to 
the attention of a great many people.”75 As this comment illustrates, it was the 
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magazine’s reach, which went beyond the relatively small group of intellectuals 
surrounding Partisan Review and The New Leader, that made The Reporter 
such a useful instrument in the cultural Cold War. The Reporter published a 
number of articles which, like Doctor Zhivago, celebrated the “unbreakable 
spirit” of the Russian people. One of these was an interview with violinist Isaac 
Stern, who had just returned from a concert tour to Moscow, Leningrad, and 
Kiev. Stern’s concert tour was part of the cultural Cold War, and so was the 
publication of the interview in which he discussed his experiences in the Soviet 
Union.76 By publishing such articles, The Reporter was selling the cultural Cold 
War at home, convincing both the American public and Congress that funding 
these cultural programs was worthwhile. The Russian people needed to be saved 
and the seeds of freedom lay in cultural expression. It seems likely that articles 
such as these were brought to The Reporter’s editors’ attention by their 
extensive intelligence network. 
Like the CCF, The Reporter fervently promoted mutual understanding 
between the United States and Europe. The magazine’s editors were convinced 
that the success of the Atlantic Community in resisting Communism depended 
on such mutual understanding. The Reporter thus fit seamlessly into the 
intellectual discussion about the European perception of the United States, and 
American culture in particular, a discussion which generated a number of 
collections of essays during the early 1950s, including America and the Mind of 
Europe, The Impact of America on European Culture, What Europe Thinks of 
America, and As Others See Us.77 All of these volumes included contributions 
by both American and European intellectuals, writers, and academics who were 
closely involved with the CCF. 
America and the Mind of Europe, for example, reflected the CCF’s 
activities during its first year. It included Arthur Koestler’s speech “The War of 
Ideas,” which he had delivered at the 1950 Congress for Cultural Freedom in 
Berlin. The volume also included contributions by some of the most prominent 
intellectuals associated with the CCF: Nicolas Nabokov, secretary general of the 
CCF, Stephen Spender, a British intellectual who, like Schlesinger, Jr., and 
Nabokov, was a member of “the controlling group” of the CCF and would in 
1953 become the editor of the CCF sponsored magazine Encounter, and Melvin 
Lasky, who served as secretary general inaugural meeting of the Congress for 
Cultural Freedom in Berlin. The collection was edited by Lewis Galantière, who 
was on the executive board of the PEN American center, the American branch 
of a worldwide organization of literary writers, which worked closely with the 
CCF. As we have seen, Galantière was also a prominent Reporter commentator 
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on propaganda and psychological warfare. It is interesting to note that 
Galantière’s introduction to America and the Mind of Europe not only echoed 
his contributions to The Reporter, but the magazine’s editorial line as well. 
Both The Reporter’s prospectus and Galantière’s introduction conveyed 
a strong belief in international cooperation and the interconnection between 
foreign and domestic affairs. The Soviets, Galantière argued, were trying to 
divide Europe and the United States, promoting mutual distrust, which led to 
American isolationism and European neutrality. Galantière argued that the 
United States should not turn its back on Europe because “as Europe goes 
morally and spiritually so goes the world.”78 This was exactly the same idea 
expressed by Max Ascoli in such editorials as “As Europe Goes, So Goes the 
U.S.” (October 30, 1951), “Back to Fortress America” (June 2, 1955), and 
“Civilization Is the West” (December 27, 1956). In his introduction, Galantière 
pointed out that Europeans in general, and opinion-making intellectuals in 
particular, were reluctant “to see in the United States a leader worth 
following.”79 These European intellectuals, Galantière argued, were much more 
willing to find fault with US foreign and domestic policy than with Soviet 
transgressions, and they were far more willing to trust the Soviets’ peace 
campaign than American propaganda. In order to eliminate this distrust, the 
United States needed to make an effort to explain its ideals to its European 
allies. American intellectuals, Galantière argued, could play an important role in 
increasing mutual understanding. America and the Mind of Europe was an 
attempt to put this conviction into practice. 
This awareness of the European perception of the United States formed 
a recurrent theme in The Reporter. It was explicitly put forth in The Reporter’s 
1949 prospectus: “We want to know how foreign people feel about us; what 
they think of our politics, of the help we are extending to them, how they are 
affected by anti-American propaganda coming from Moscow or from 
unconscionable legislators on the Hill. ‘As others see us’ is a theme that will be 
taken up over and over again in the articles from or about foreign countries.”80 
The Reporter fiercely denounced the generalizations or oversimplifications 
which often led to anti-American sentiments in Europe. The 1953 article “How 
to Hate Americans” is an excellent example of the way The Reporter attempted 
to expose the absurdity of many anti-American accusations. The author of this 
article, Morris Robert Werner, offered Europeans a number of suggestions to 
make hating Americans easy: 
 
1. Hate Americans because they are rich… 
2. Hate Americans because they drink too much [when on 
vacation in Europe]… 
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3. Hate Americans because they are always thinking and 
talking about business and work… 
4. Hate Americans for their movies and commercial radio 
and television… 
5. Hate Americans because they do not produce great art 
and literature… 
6. Hate Americans for ‘McCarthyism’… 
7. Hate Americans because they want to run the world…81 
 
In his article, Werner urged Europeans to stop lumping all Americans together 
and to learn to appreciate the complexity of American society, instead of falling 
back on such blatant stereotypes and generalizations. Clearly, The Reporter 
thoroughly agreed with Mr. Werner’s observations, as the following editorial 
comment demonstrates: “We are sending Mr. Werner’s remarks to a chosen list 
of European friends whose carping at the United States has become 
intolerable.”82 
The publication of a 1952 review of Simone de Beauvoir’s American 
diary is another case in point. The review was written by Mary McCarthy, who 
argued that, like so many of her leftist intellectual European colleagues, De 
Beauvoir harbored many preconceived notions about the United States which 
she was unwilling to revise, even after having visited the country. “She does not 
wish to know America,” McCarthy wrote, “but only to ascertain that it is there, 
just as she had imagined it.”83 Clearly, McCarthy’s article, like the excerpts 
from Doctor Zhivago and the interview with Isaac Stern, was part of a battle in 
the cultural Cold War. It is important to note, in this respect, that the article had 
originally been commissioned by Der Monat, on the occasion of the publication 
of De Beauvoir’s diary in Germany.84 
With articles such as these, The Reporter undoubtedly played an 
important role in shaping the image of America for its European subscribers. It 
can be argued that the magazine’s role in the cultural Cold War was similar to 
that of Partisan Review, an American literary quarterly that received CIA 
funding. When Partisan Review was experiencing financial difficulties in 1951, 
the ACCF took the matter up with Thomas W. Braden, director of the CIA’s 
International Organizations Division. Partisan Review, the ACCF officials 
argued, played a crucial role in combating Communism, anti-Americanism, and 
neutralism in Europe, especially among intellectuals. During the years that 
followed the magazine would receive CIA funding through the ACCF, and in 
1957 the ACCF became Partisan Review’s official publisher. Other magazines 
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received aid in an even more indirect form. The CCF purchased individual 
copies and subscriptions of Kenyon Review, Hudson Review, Sewanee Review, 
Poetry, and Daedelus for overseas distribution. In addition, these magazines, all 
of which were high-brow cultural and literary journals, received grants from the 
Farfield Foundation to increase their circulation abroad.85 
Despite the close ties between The Reporter and the CCF there were 
also important divergences. Ascoli felt that the intellectuals associated with the 
CCF focused too narrowly on cultural freedom.86 Ascoli’s reaction to the Berlin 
manifesto – the product of the CCF’s first international conference – reflects the 
principal divergence between The Reporter and the intellectuals associated with 
the CCF. Ascoli criticized the manifesto’s narrow focus on “the right of the 
individual to form and express his own opinion,” arguing that this was not the 
most pertinent aspect of freedom in the Cold War struggle between 
Communism and democracy. “Men can be free to have different opinions as to 
the use of what they have or what is available to them,” Ascoli wrote, “only if 
they have something at hand or within reach. Too many millions of people in 
the world today need to acquire the minimum conditions of well-being that 
come before the making of any choice.” Intellectuals, Ascoli argued, needed to 
do much more than formulate opinions. They needed to work together with 
government leaders to formulate strategies to combat hunger and poverty in the 
non-Communist nations: “We must see to it that the largest possible number of 
people find out by themselves that freedom is the imponderable, all-pervasive 
element which leavens their lives.” The United States, Ascoli contended, should 
serve as an example for the rest of the world: “The technical skill and 
productivity of the American people have developed at about the same pace as 
their free institutions. There is no reason why this should not be so elsewhere. 
Now the time has come when other people must have a chance to go through 
the American experience, with whatever changes and adaptations local 
circumstances may demand.” Clearly, Ascoli was more interested in policy than 
in ideas, culture, or opinions. He wanted tangible solutions and summoned the 
intellectuals associated with the CCF to “emerge from the tumult of opinions 
and suggest how free institutions may become workable everywhere in the 
world.”87 
Culture and Politics 
In discussing the machinations of the CIA’s covert operations it is important to 
differentiate between cultural initiatives – which were aimed primarily at 
countering preconceived notions and negative stereotypes of the United States 
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that were prevalent in Europe – and the more explicitly political initiatives 
which were aimed at formulating not only ideology, but policy as well. In recent 
years Cold War scholars have increasingly focused attention on political 
implications of Cold War cultural initiatives. In this context culture has been 
defined broadly. In their introduction to The Cultural Cold War in Western 
Europe (2003), for example, Hans Krabbendam and Giles Scott-Smith included 
the following categories: “Firstly, the general notion of culture as a recognizable 
set of norms and beliefs by which a society might define itself; secondly, the 
forms of political culture by which different political systems define their basic 
values and the roles of participants; and thirdly, the domain of ‘high culture’, 
involving the positions of intellectuals in the developments of the arts.”88 
Although it can be argued that The Reporter contributed to the production of 
culture on all three of these levels, the magazine was first and foremost an 
overtly political magazine, aimed at shaping and advocating policy. The explicit 
aim to influence both American public opinion and American policymaking was 
among the magazine’s founding principles and set it apart from the CCF 
affiliated journals which were ostensibly cultural in content.89 As such, The 
Reporter most closely resembled The New Leader, an overtly political weekly 
which received CIA funding. 
According to Hugh Wilford The New Leader also benefited from 
European subscriptions taken out by CIA conduits or front organizations, like 
Partisan Review. In addition, the magazine also received actual funding, in the 
form of at least three cash sums of about $10,000 from Thomas W. Braden. The 
National Committee for a Free Europe (NCFE), the CIA front that funded RFE 
and Radio Liberty, also financed The New Leader with an annual grant of 
$25,000. The evidence of such funding, Wilford noted, is “patchy but 
conclusive.” As we have seen in Chapter 8 (Shaping Cold War Mentality), The 
Reporter’s role in formulating America’s Cold War ideology was similar to that 
of The New Leader. Both magazines were overtly political in content and 
explicitly aimed at influencing public opinion and shaping US policy. With 
their focus on the interconnection between domestic and foreign affairs both 
magazines also formed important intermediaries between Europe and the United 
States. All of these characteristics made them valuable assets to the US 
government. It is important to note also that both magazines operated at a 
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consistent financial loss. As Wilford has pointed out, in the case of The New 
Leader “it was this combination of perceived usefulness in the Cultural Cold 
War and relatively low sales figures that put [the magazine] in line for covert 
financial assistance from the CIA.”90 
In the case of The Reporter, there is no evidence of actual CIA funding. 
There is ample evidence, however, that USIA, the United States Information 
Agency, founded under the auspices of the State Department in 1953, gave 
away subscriptions to The Reporter. The magazine’s goal of promoting 
international understanding and cooperation was very similar to that of the State 
Department and the CIA’s International Operations Division. The magazine 
thus formed a valuable asset in the propaganda efforts against European 
neutralism and was distributed to American embassies and USIA information 
centers around the globe. In 1955, of the total of 160 USIA information centers, 
127 subscribed to The Reporter. At the time this was, according to USIA 
representatives, “one of the highest rates of use of any magazine.” In addition, 
during the first six years of The Reporter’s existence USIA gave away one 
hundred subscriptions to the magazine under its “presentation program.”91 The 
Reporter clearly played an important role in American propaganda efforts and 
the efforts to launch a European edition of the magazine should also be viewed 
in this light. It is interesting to note that the attempts to boost The Reporter’s 
European circulation and launch an overseas edition similar to Time and 
Newsweek’s European editions, were taking place between 1955 and 1957, the 
same years in which the CCF became more and more closely involved with 
Partisan Review and The New Leader. 
As we have seen in Chapter 3 (Financial Background & Readership), 
The Reporter’s European audience remained relatively small, despite these 
efforts. It is important to note, however, that the magazine did reach a 
substantial number of European journalists who, by referring to the magazine in 
their various media outlets, and by running reprints of Reporter articles, made it 
possible for The Reporter’s ideas to reach a much larger audience than its 
foreign circulation figures would indicate. Such opinion makers formed exactly 
the type of audience the State Department wanted to reach with its propaganda 
efforts.92 
                                                     
90 Wilford, “Playing the CIA’s Tune?,” 29. 
91 Harlan Cleveland to George Hinckley and Shirley Katzander, “Building Foreign Circulation,” 
memorandum (cc), n.d. [Summer 1955?], box 84, folder 2, MAC. In 1962, The Reporter won 
praise from USIA for publishing Edmond Taylor’s article “How the Russians Wage Political 
Warfare.” Walter M. Bastian, Jr., Chief Cultural Operations Division, USIA Information Centers, 
wrote: “Edmond Taylor’s article … is a fine, factual, hard-hitting research job, and I am delighted 
that it will appear in The Reporter in our libraries overseas.” Walter M. Bastian, letter to the 
editor, The Reporter 26, no. 12 (June 7, 1962), 4. 
92 As Richard Pells has pointed out, one of the shortcomings of the State Department and USIA’s 
propaganda efforts was that they primarily reached those people who were already convinced of 
the essential validity of American values and policies. The same is true of The Reporter. Pells, 
“Truth, Propaganda, and Cultural Combat” in Not Like Us, 87. 
Part III – The Reporter – A Cold War Magazine 
 
370 
There is no doubt, however, that The Reporter was first and foremost 
aimed at an American audience. As a result, Reporter articles about America’s 
image abroad served a dual purpose. In addition to addressing Europeans 
directly, The Reporter also tried to correct the image of America abroad 
indirectly, by bringing it to the attention of American policymakers and by 
urging them to correct this image by adjusting their foreign, as well as their 
domestic policy. The Reporter repeatedly stressed the fact that the way the 
United States handled its domestic affairs had a major impact abroad. In order 
to effectively counter Soviet propaganda on issues such as McCarthyism and 
race relations, The Reporter argued, the United States not only needed a 
stepped-up propaganda effort; it also needed to start practicing what it 
preached.93 
It should be pointed out that the CIA’s legislative charter explicitly 
prohibited the Agency from supporting domestic organizations and from 
meddling in US domestic politics. Involvement with such an overtly political 
magazine as The Reporter would thus constitute a flagrant violation of this 
charter. The same is true of the Agency’s involvement with The New Leader. 
The crucial difference between The Reporter and The New Leader, however, is 
that the former was a new magazine, founded explicitly to serve as a platform 
for the worldview that characterized the Cold War state-private network. As we 
have seen, the magazine’s early years coincided with the founding of the CIA 
and with the consolidation of the Agency’s “mighty Wurlitzer” and the creation 
of such covert initiatives as the CCF, the Committee on United Europe (CUE), 
and the NCFE. These were initiatives with which many of those involved with 
The Reporter had close ties. It should also be noted that unlike The New Leader, 
The Reporter was not aimed primarily at an audience of intellectuals, but at a 
broad readership of policymakers and informed citizens. The magazine aimed 
for, and eventually reached, a circulation of 200,000, a figure that far exceeded 
the circulations of such highbrow journals as Encounter, Partisan Review, and 
The New Leader. Clearly, The Reporter had much more in common with the 
close cooperation between journalists and the intelligence community as 
described by Stuart H. Loory and Carl Bernstein than with the initiatives of the 
cultural Cold War. 
The CIA and the Press 
In the 1970s Loory and Bernstein were the first to write about one of the key 
components of the state-private network that had thus far been overlooked; the 
cooperation between the CIA and the press. In his 1974 article “The CIA’s Use 
of the Press: a ‘Mighty Wurlitzer,’” which was based on extensive interviews 
with former CIA agents as well as editors and newspapermen, Loory 
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demonstrated that since 1948 the CIA had hired numerous American journalists 
overseas to plant false or misleading stories in the foreign news media. As 
Loory pointed out, these journalists were not always aware that they were 
passing on misinformation. He argued, however, that the fact that they accepted 
payments from the CIA at all in itself constituted a corruption of the journalistic 
profession. In addition, the Agency frequently approached American journalists 
stationed abroad for information they had gathered while working on their 
stories. Sometimes, Loory pointed out, editorial offices in the United States also 
provided the agency with information from their story files.94 In his article, 
Loory not only condemned such practices, arguing that American journalists 
had bartered away their independence and had turned themselves into 
mouthpieces and informants, he also accused the American news media of 
deliberately ignoring these facts. The story had come out the previous year, but 
had caused only a brief stir. It had not been pursued with the same vigor with 
which American journalists had exposed the CIA’s infiltration of non-
journalistic organizations a few years earlier. Noting that there had always been 
a free flow of personnel between the news media and the intelligence 
community, Loory concluded that the news media were covering up the story in 
order to protect their credibility.95 
In 1977 Carl Bernstein was the first to further investigate this alliance 
between the CIA and the American press. His Rolling Stone article “The CIA 
and the Media,” demonstrated that throughout the 1950s and 1960s more than 
four hundred American journalists had carried out assignments for the CIA. 
These journalists – who gathered intelligence, served as go-betweens in the 
recruitment of foreign agents, and planted misinformation in the foreign press 
and with officials of foreign governments – included distinguished reporters, 
foreign correspondents, stringers, and freelancers. In addition editors, 
publishers, and broadcast network executives – including the managements of 
the New York Times, Time and Newsweek magazines, and CBS – cooperated 
with the CIA, providing jobs and credentials for CIA agents and offering the 
services of their staff reporters. According to Bernstein, this cooperation 
between the CIA and the American media was among the most important and 
most successful of the Agency’s covert operations.96 
In spite of this, the Senate Intelligence Committee – known as the 
Church Committee – which investigated the CIA in 1976, failed to 
acknowledge the extent of this cooperation. Bernstein argued that this oversight 
was deliberate. CIA officials feared that the disclosure of this covert operation 
would damage not only the Agency’s intelligence-gathering apparatus, but also 
the reputations of hundreds of individual journalists. According to Bernstein, 
“top officials of the CIA … persuaded the committee to restrict its inquiry into 
the matter and to deliberately misrepresent the actual scope of the activities in 
its final report. The multivolume report contains nine pages in which the use of 
                                                     
94 Loory, “The CIA’s Use of the Press: A ‘Mighty Wurlitzer,’” 9-18. 
95 Ibid., 17-18. 
96 Carl Bernstein, “The CIA and the Media,” Rolling Stone, October 20, 1977, 55-67. 
Part III – The Reporter – A Cold War Magazine 
 
372 
journalism is discussed in deliberately vague and sometimes misleading terms.” 
The Committee ignored the evidence in the CIA files and decided against 
questioning the reporters, editors, publishers, and broadcast executives 
involved. The Committee report not only downplayed the extent of the 
cooperation, it also drew the conclusion that the CIA had not abused its 
authority or violated its charter in any way; the Agency had been extremely 
careful to refrain from manipulating the editorial content of the American 
media, limiting its operations strictly to information-gathering and cover.97 
In order to correct the Church Committee’s inaccurate account, 
Bernstein called for the disclosure of the contents of the CIA’s files.98 Since the 
1970s, however, the Agency has become even more adept at suppressing 
information about its own activities. As a result, access to CIA files has become 
very limited. Gathering information on the close cooperation between the CIA 
and the press during the Cold War era has become a complex process of filing 
FOIA requests and assembling circumstantial evidence. As a result, the details 
of the close cooperation between the CIA and the press remain largely 
unexplored. 
The Reporter forms a prominent example of this close cooperation. 
Despite the fact that much crucial information – most notably the magazine’s 
financial records – is missing from The Reporter’s archives, those archives, 
combined with material obtained through FOIA requests, offer a unique glimpse 
of the role the press voluntarily played in Cold War propaganda. 
Cold War Covert Operations 
Although there is no undisputable archival evidence of CIA funding, the 
substantial amount of circumstantial evidence which documents the close ties 
between The Reporter and the CIA merits careful examination. The Reporter 
not only came out of a network that originated with the wartime intelligence and 
propaganda services, once the magazine had been launched its three senior 
editors – Max Ascoli, Philip Horton, and Douglass Cater – continued to actively 
cultivate their government and intelligence contacts. In addition to Senators, 
Congressmen, and State Department officials, these contacts also included 
numerous individuals who were working for the CIA, either directly, or 
indirectly through such fronts as the CCF, the American Committee on United 
Europe (ACUE), and the NCFE. Ascoli felt much more at home with the CIA’s 
covert political operations than he did with the initiatives of the cultural Cold 
War. His membership of the ACUE and the NCFE underscores his immersion 
in the intelligence realm, as well as his preference for devising tangible policy 
initiatives. 
As Richard Aldrich has pointed out, US covert operations in postwar 
Europe fell into five different categories. Firstly, the United States subsidized 
political parties of the non-Communist left and center, which formed the 
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opposition to the Communist parties in such European nations as Italy and 
France. Secondly, the United States assisted European and American labor 
unions in their struggle with the Soviet-controlled World Federation of Trade 
Unions. Thirdly, the United States funded a broad range of cultural initiatives to 
counter European anti-Americanism. As we have seen, the CCF forms the most 
prominent example of this strategy. Fourthly, the United States tried to provoke 
dissent in the satellite states through such propaganda efforts as RFE and Radio 
Liberty. Finally, the United States tried to promote European unification, which 
US officials believed would form the most effective antidote to Communist 
influence in Western Europe. The ACUE formed an important instrument in 
these efforts. Between 1949 and 1960 the organization provided between half 
and two thirds of the budget of the European Movement, which coordinated a 
number of European initiatives urging for rapid unification. While aiding the 
European Movement in its campaign for unification formed the ACUE’s 
primary objective, the organization also aimed to mobilize American public 
opinion.99 
While ostensibly a private organization, the ACUE was in fact a CIA 
conduit. During its first years the ACUE’s leadership formed a veritable “Who’s 
Who” of US intelligence. William J. Donovan – former head of OSS – was the 
committee’s chairman. Allen Dulles – who would become director of the CIA 
in 1953 – served as vice-chairman, and Thomas W. Braden – who was in charge 
of the CIA’s International Organizations Division, responsible for coordinating 
the cultural Cold War in Europe – served as executive director. The board of 
directors also included Walter Bedell Smith, first director of the CIA, and 
Raymond Allen, who would later serve as director of the PSB, created under 
President Truman to coordinate all political warfare efforts.100 
Max Ascoli was a member of the ACUE and his usefulness to the 
organization included both financial contributions and a willingness to convey 
the ACUE’s principles and aims through The Reporter. In his editorials Ascoli 
consistently advocated European unification to neutralize the increasing 
influence of Communist parties in Western Europe and as an effective defense 
against the Soviet Union. Ultimately, Ascoli was convinced that unification 
would make Europe a stronger ally for the United States. The Reporter thus 
played an important role in the campaign to mobilize American public opinion 
for European unification. In an August 1950 letter ACUE treasurer Francis 
Adams Truslow thanked Ascoli for his “contribution” pointing out that such 
contributions were important to convey to the leaders of the European 
Movement “the willingness of Americans to participate in and help further the 
realization of a United Europe.” Truslow added: “We feel confident that with 
the help of Americans like yourself who are fully aware of the importance of the 
task at hand, the goal of a United Europe will be accomplished. We shall read 
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with great interest the article on the Schuman Plan which is in the current issue 
of The Reporter.”101 
It should be noted, however, that The Reporter did not simply reflect 
ACUE’s position. The magazine’s contribution to the debate about European 
unification was based on Ascoli’s own ideas about European integration, which 
had been shaped by his European background and his experiences during World 
War II. Ascoli viewed the creation of a number of interlocking alliances – 
including a united Europe, the Atlantic community, and the United Nations – as 
an important step toward safeguarding international peace and security. In a 
1941 debate in The Nation Ascoli explained that it was the duty of the émigré to 
demonstrate to the American people “that Europe is not an eternal, hopeless 
mess and that a new order can be envisaged and prepared for Europe by men 
who have found new homes in the United States.” Those exiles who, like 
himself, had become American citizens could, in his opinion, “best prove their 
loyalty to American democracy by working for a new, united, and democratic 
Europe.”102 Clearly, Ascoli hoped to contribute to this cause by founding The 
Reporter, thus offering a platform for the promotion of international 
cooperation and the formation of a united Europe. It can be argued then that 
Ascoli was not only acting of his own accord in propagating European 
integration, he may even have played an active role in shaping the ACUE’s 
ideas.  
As a member of the NCFE, Ascoli displayed the same willingness to 
promote the organization’s agenda in The Reporter’s pages. Much like the 
ACUE, the NCFE – which later became known as the Free Europe Committee 
(FEC) – had been founded by a group of private American citizens to serve as a 
CIA front to fund RFE and Radio Liberty. Upon being invited to join the 
committee, Ascoli wrote the following to Lucius Clay, the Committee’s 
national chairman: 
Needless to say, I will consider it an honor to be a member of your 
Committee. I only wish, however, that you would really call on me 
if you think there is anything I can effectively do for the success of 
your campaign. If you have someone on your Committee who is in 
charge of relations with publications and the press, I would like to 
have him get in touch with me. As editor of The Reporter, I 
would be only too happy to do my part in making our readers 
realize the importance of the work you are doing.103  
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As Frances Stonor Saunders has pointed out, the membership of the NCFE 
included “businessmen and lawyers, diplomats and Marshall Plan 
administrators, advertising executives and media moguls, film directors and 
journalists, trades unionists and, of course, CIA agents – plenty of them.”104 
Among the NCFE members were a number of men with whom Ascoli was well-
acquainted. Ascoli’s good friends Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., and Adolf A. Berle 
were both members of the NCFE and C.D. Jackson, whom Ascoli had worked 
closely with during World War II, was the Committee’s President. During the 
early 1950s, Jackson would become a key figure in American psychological 
warfare efforts. In 1951 he directed a CIA sponsored study on the 
reorganization of the American intelligence services, which resulted in the 
creation of the PSB. In 1953 Eisenhower appointed Jackson as his special 
adviser on psychological warfare.105 According to Stonor Saunders, these NCFE 
members were all aware of the fact that the organization was a CIA conduit: 
These men were all witting. … To be “witting” was to belong to 
the club. To talk the language. To understand the high signs. To 
know the fraternity grip.106 
Max Ascoli’s acquaintance with many prominent figures in the intelligence 
community and the nature of his involvement with such organizations as the 
NCFE and the ACUE certainly imply that he too was “witting.”107 
The Reporter’s Intelligence Network 
Despite Max Ascoli’s many valuable connections, The Reporter’s true 
networking genius was Philip Horton. As we have seen, Horton was among the 
small group of OSS men who stayed on in Europe at the end of World War II 
and made the transition to what would become, in 1947, the CIA. It is important 
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to note that Secret Intelligence, the OSS division for which Horton worked 
during World War II, was one of only three branches of OSS that survived the 
disbanding of OSS at the end of the war.108 The timing of Horton’s decision to 
return to civilian life seems odd. Unlike many of his OSS colleagues, who 
returned to civilian life at the time of OSS’ disbanding, Horton decided to stay 
on in Paris. Then, when the CIA had been established and he had served as head 
of the Agency’s Paris office for a year, he decided to return to the United States, 
where he joined Time magazine as an associate editor. This seems an unlikely 
career-switch for someone as deeply involved in the intelligence realm as 
Horton was in the immediate aftermath of World War II. As an undergraduate at 
Princeton in the 1930s, Horton had worked as a free-lance reporter in Europe. 
He had not, however, worked as a journalist since.109 As Carl Bernstein has 
pointed out, Henry Luce, who was a good friend of Allen Dulles, “readily 
allowed certain members of his staff to work for the Agency and agreed to 
provide jobs and credentials for other CIA operatives who lacked journalistic 
experience.”110 It seems unlikely that Horton would go from a very influential 
intelligence position to no involvement with intelligence at all. It could very 
well be that Horton’s short stint at Time served as a means for him to credential 
himself as a journalist before moving on to The Reporter, as a CIA agent.111 
Although there is no direct evidence of a continued official relationship 
between Horton and the CIA,112 it is beyond a doubt that as Ascoli’s second-in-
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command, Horton used his extensive government network – which included 
contacts in the White House, the State Department, the PSB, the National 
Security Council (NSC), the Pentagon, and the CIA – to bring in new staff 
members and contributors and to solicit articles, information and cooperation.113 
In his memoir Wake Me If There’s Trouble (1995), South-East Asia 
correspondent Denis Warner reflected on Horton’s networking talents: “He 
spent time each month in Washington with his old friends in the CIA, the State 
Department and the Pentagon. Each time I traveled through South-East Asia in 
general and Vietnam in particular, I would be briefed in advance of the official 
Washington view.”114 A few years after The Reporter folded, Ascoli assessed 
Horton’s contribution as follows: “Shortly after he joined the staff, I realized his 
major quality. He was an extraordinarily industrious intelligence officer. But 
there was a drawback: he had no taste for editing and loathed writing. ‘Phil,’ I 
remember telling him frequently, ‘what has the OSS done to you? It made a 
sensitive young poet into a gumshoe.’”115 
Horton was an active member of an informal network that met at “old-
school-tie OSS dinner parties,” a description that refers as much to a shared 
background in World War II intelligence as a shared background of Ivy League 
education.116 In addition to C.D. Jackson, Horton also counted such prominent 
intelligence figures as William Donovan, Allen Dulles, Sherman Kent, and 
James Jesus Angleton among his personal acquaintances. Whereas William 
Donovan, founder and chief of the OSS, lay the foundation for American 
intelligence, Allen Dulles, Sherman Kent, and James Angleton were the men 
who shaped the newly-founded CIA during the first decade of the Cold War. 
Robin W. Winks, author of Cloak and Gown: Scholars in the Secret War, 1939-
1961 (1987) has argued that these three men were the “primary theorists of 
American intelligence” during this period.117 
Angleton forms an especially intriguing connection. In 1943 and 1944 
Horton and Angleton both worked for OSS in London, where Angleton served 
with X-2, the OSS’ counterintelligence branch. Like Horton, Angleton also 
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stayed on in Europe for two years after the Allied victory. At this time he was 
developing counterintelligence initiatives aimed at the Soviet Union. Angleton 
joined the CIA in 1948 and in 1954 he was appointed chief of the CIA’s newly 
created counterintelligence operations branch.118 One of Angleton’s special 
projects was the coordination of a “group of journalist-operatives who 
performed sensitive and frequently dangerous assignments.” As Carl Bernstein 
has pointed out, “little is known about this group for the simple reason that 
Angleton deliberately kept only the vaguest of files.”119 
Sherman Kent, who served as chief of the Europe and Africa division of 
OSS’ Research and Analysis (R&A) branch during World War II, was also 
among the group of OSS employees who made the transition to peacetime 
intelligence. Although Kent had returned to Yale, where he had taught before 
the war, in 1947, he continued to serve the intelligence community as a 
consultant and in 1950 joined the newly-created CIA as chief of the Office of 
National Estimates (ONE), which was responsible for intelligence analysis. He 
served in that capacity until his retirement in 1967. With his influential study on 
the theory of strategic intelligence, Strategic Intelligence for American World 
Policy (1949), Kent lay the foundation for the professionalization of intelligence 
analysis. To further promote this professionalization, Kent founded the 
intelligence journal Studies in Intelligence in 1955. In 2000 the newly-
established Sherman Kent School of Intelligence Analysis was named in Kent’s 
honor. This facility trains the new employees of the Directorate of Operations, 
the clandestine side of the Agency, giving them “a rigorous, 26-week overview 
of intelligence analysis, from trade craft to ethics.”120 
It is important to note that in September 1950, shortly after his 
appointment as chief of ONE, Sherman Kent contributed an article to The 
Reporter titled “How Effective Is Our Intelligence?” During its nineteen-year 
existence The Reporter published only a handful of articles on the CIA, and this 
contribution by Kent set the tone. It was a glowing defense of the Agency, 
which had come under attack after the outbreak of the Korean War. In his 
article Kent turned the accusations of substandard intelligence around, arguing 
that the CIA needed additional funding: “Successful espionage systems,” Kent 
wrote, “are built up not in months or years, but literally over decades and even 
centuries. If the United States possesses an espionage system, and it fell short in 
Korea, the most logical explanation lies with our newness to the game.” He 
berated those who had decided that the OSS could be disbanded at the end of 
the war and who had taken such a long time to realize the immense importance 
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of peacetime intelligence. Intelligence, Kent asserted, was indispensable in 
ensuring national security.121 
Whereas Philip Horton used his contacts primarily to further The 
Reporter’s investigative reporting efforts and to build a strong and well-
informed network of foreign correspondents and contributors, Douglass Cater’s 
Washington, DC, network formed the pivot of The Reporter’s domestic 
coverage. As we have seen in Chapter 4 (The Power and Responsibility of the 
Press) Cater’s expertise about the city’s power structure exceeded that of an 
ordinary Washington correspondent. While on the Reporter staff Cater wrote 
two influential books about Washington, DC: The Fourth Branch of 
Government (1959), which dealt with the intricate connections between the 
Washington press corps and the city’s policymakers, and Power in Washington 
(1964), a study of the elaborate process of policymaking. In addition, Cater 
interrupted his career twice to serve as a government consultant. In 1951, he 
served as special assistant to the Secretary of the Army and in 1952 as 
consultant to the director of the Mutual Security Agency. Cater was a highly 
esteemed and very influential presence in Washington, DC. In 1963, Cater was 
approached by Vice President Lyndon B. Johnson, who asked him to come and 
work for him as an idea man and a speech writer. Cater turned down the offer. 
He did, however, join the Johnson administration in 1964 as special assistant to 
the President.122 The fact that Cater could move in and out of government 
service this easily is remarkable and does not seem to leave much room for 
illusions about journalistic independence and objectivity. 
There is another, even more significant example of Cater’s close 
affiliation with the government, an incident which seems to indicate that Cater 
was a prominent figure in the area of psychological warfare. In September 1961, 
in reaction to the Berlin crisis, President Kennedy appointed a committee to 
examine the effectiveness of US propaganda and political warfare. This 
committee included a number of very influential people: Attorney General 
Robert Kennedy, Deputy Undersecretary of State U. Alexis Johnson, CIA 
director Allen Dulles, USIA director Edward Murrow, and General Max Taylor. 
These men recommended that the Secretary of State appoint a “Special 
Assistant for Special Projects,” who would have the unprecedented mandate of 
coordinating and supervising all US propaganda and political warfare 
operations. Once President Kennedy had approved this proposal, they offered 
the position to Douglass Cater.123 
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Given the fact that he was ostensibly a journalist, it seems strange that 
Cater was considered for such an influential intelligence post, and that he was 
apparently deemed more suitable for it than former director of the CIA’s 
International Organizations Division Thomas W. Braden, or former head of the 
PSB Gordon Gray.124 The fact that the Kennedy administration wanted Cater for 
this position also means that he was apparently as much of an insider in the 
intelligence realm as Edward Barret, C.D. Jackson, and Nelson Rockefeller, 
men who had held similar positions in the past. 
What experience did Cater have that qualified him for such a position? 
As we have seen, Cater had served with OSS’ R&A branch, one of the few 
intelligence operations which survived the dismantling of OSS. It was in fact 
the only OSS branch that was transferred to the State Department and remained 
there, under a different name, until the creation of the CIA. The group of former 
R&A employees who continued their intelligence work played an important role 
in the efforts to convince the Truman administration to create a peacetime 
intelligence service. Those who returned to academic life – OSS’ R&A branch 
consisted mainly of Ivy League academics, experts at research and analysis – 
also continued to play an important role. As Bradley F. Smith has pointed out in 
his book The Shadow Warriors. O.S.S. and the Origins of the C.I.A. (1983), 
“many of the links between the R. and A. people who returned to academia and 
those who stayed in intelligence research units were not severed.”125 The 
intelligence community supported the creation of programs in policy studies, 
strategic studies, area studies, and international studies programs and “some of 
the able graduates produced by these programs … were sent along the road to 
C.I.A. headquarters at Langley, just as some professors who were R. and A. 
veterans continued to serve as advisers and consultants to their wartime 
colleagues who remained in the intelligence community.”126  
Cater may have served as such a link between the intelligence 
community and academia after his return to Harvard at the end of 1945. While 
finishing his undergraduate studies and working towards his M.A. degree, 
which he received in 1948, Cater served as a delegate to the International 
Student Conference in Prague, where, in 1946, he and his fellow-delegates 
founded the International Union of Students (IUS). In 1947, upon his return 
from a second meeting in Prague, he became one of the initiators of the 
National Student Association (NSA). In the summer of 1948, Cater returned to 
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Prague one last time to attend a meeting of the IUS. By that time the IUS had 
aligned itself with the Communist bloc. It is possible, therefore, that Cater went 
to Prague that summer with the purpose of gathering intelligence on the IUS’ 
platform and initiatives.127 Although the CIA’s funding of the NSA did not start 
until 1951, it seems that Cater, like Horton, may have played a crucial role in 
laying the foundations for the CIA’s covert operations. It is important to note, in 
this respect, that when the NSA was first informed about Ramparts’ plans to 
publish an exposé on the organization’s link with the CIA, Cater – who at the 
time was special assistant to President Johnson – was the first person to whom 
the NSA’s President turned for help.128 It is also important to point out that 
Cater served with the USSR division of R&A. This was a section of OSS which 
had kept the United States’ ostensible ally under close surveillance throughout 
World War II, thus laying the foundation for US Cold War intelligence. The 
fact that Cater had served with this particular division of OSS made him very 
valuable to the US government. It seems likely, therefore, that his links to the 
intelligence community were not severed completely. 
Cater did not accept the position of “Special Assistant of Special 
Projects” because he had “strong reservations about the sweeping nature of the 
job.”129 Instead, he spent two weeks working at the State Department, 
examining earlier attempts at coordinating all US propaganda and political 
warfare efforts and devising a report with recommendations for the future. The 
fact that Cater was considered for this position and that he was apparently 
enough of an insider to write such an important report implies that Cater was 
more than just a journalist. He may in fact have had direct intelligence and 
psychological warfare connections throughout his employment at The Reporter. 
His background in R&A’s USSR division, his position at The Reporter and his 
many connections to academia, which he continued to cultivate throughout his 
employment with the magazine, would have made him a valuable asset to the 
Agency.130 
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The most tangible link between The Reporter and the CIA is formed by 
the personal acquaintance of Max Ascoli and Philip Horton with Allen Dulles, 
CIA director from 1953 till 1961. Horton had known Dulles since World War 
II, when he served as Chief of the OSS’ Paris branch, while Dulles was Chief of 
the OSS’ Swiss branch in Bern. Dulles joined the CIA as deputy director of 
plans in 1950. By 1951 Dulles was the Agency’s second-in-command and when 
Eisenhower was elected in 1952, he was appointed director of the CIA.131 
Dulles’ correspondence with Horton indicates that he was kept well-informed of 
The Reporter’s progress. When, in April 1950, Horton approached Dulles to 
write a brief statement about The Reporter, for promotion purposes, Dulles was 
more than happy to oblige.132 In January 1952, Horton reported to Ascoli that 
Dulles had “said he thought the Reporter was improving constantly, and that he 
followed it very closely” – he also “asked to be remembered to you, and said 
you should call on him whenever he could be of any help to you.”133 
According to Bruce Cumings Dulles also corresponded directly with 
Max Ascoli. In his study The Origins of the Korean War (1990) Cumings refers 
to a letter from Max Ascoli to Allen Dulles, dated April 8, 1952.134 This letter 
has, however, disappeared from the Allen W. Dulles Papers. It appears that this 
particular letter has since been reclassified. In fact, neither the Dulles nor the 
Ascoli papers contain any correspondence between the two men, even though 
other sources – including Ascoli’s CIA file – indicate that Dulles and Ascoli 
knew each other well.135 Ascoli had known Dulles since at least the early 1950s, 
when he was a member of the ACUE, of which Dulles was vice-chairman. 
Given Ascoli’s extensive experience with intelligence and propaganda during 
World War II, and his association with Adolf A. Berle and Nelson Rockefeller – 
both of whom were also close friends of Dulles’ – it is likely that Ascoli made 
Dulles’ acquaintance during the war.136 In fact, when, in 1955, Horton 
approached Dulles to sponsor Ascoli for membership of the Council on Foreign 
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Relations, he referred to Dulles as “one of Max’s old and valued friends.”137 It 
is also important to note that Allen Dulles referred to Ascoli as “Max” in both 
his correspondence with Philip Horton and with Betty Parsons, who had been 
Dulles’ secretary during his OSS days in Switzerland and subsequently became 
Max Ascoli’s personal secretary, a function she held until Ascoli’s death in 
1978.138 
Neither Ascoli’s nor Dulles’ personal papers contain any information 
about their relationship. Ascoli’s CIA file, however, does contain a reference to 
a meeting with Dulles in 1959. Although this particular meeting did not directly 
concern The Reporter, the report in Ascoli’s CIA files does demonstrate his 
complete familiarity with the practices of the “mighty Wurlitzer.” During this 
conversation on the political situation in Italy Ascoli proposed to bring Riccardo 
Lombardi, a prominent member of the Italian Socialist Party, to the United 
States on a special exchange program. Ascoli offered to finance the trip, as long 
as it was arranged through some formal organization and Ascoli’s involvement 
remained undisclosed. Although Dulles did not take Ascoli up on his offer, 
pointing out that this was a State Department matter, this example not only 
demonstrates Ascoli’s willingness to cooperate with the US government, it also 
shows that he was aware of the CIA’s practice to use purportedly independent 
non-governmental foundations to covertly fund a wide array of initiatives. The 
fact that Ascoli offered to finance Lombardi’s trip to the United States confirms 
the impression that he himself had been an active participant in this system of 
indirect government funding.139 Ascoli, in other words, was “witting.” 
The Reporter’s close ties to the intelligence community led to the 
publication of at least one article that was later exposed as a CIA-plant. The 
article – “An ex-Soviet Officer Tells: How Russia Built the North Korean 
Army” by Colonel Kyril Kalinov – was published in The Reporter’s September 
26, 1950 issue. As Asian scholar Jon Halliday later uncovered, Kalinov did not 
exist and the article was a fake.140 The Reporter’s editors do not seem to have 
been aware that the article had been fabricated by the CIA. Horton tried to 
verify the authenticity of the account, contacting Isaac Deutscher in London, 
who responded that he had “no doubt about the authenticity of the revelations, 
even though I read the article with the greatest possible skepticism.”141 In 
October 1950 Horton wrote Deutscher that upon publication there had been 
“considerable controversy about the authenticity not only of the material but of 
the writer himself. We satisfied ourselves as best we could that he did exist and 
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was bona fide. So far as we can make out, he is being kept under very close 
wraps by … the Sécurité Militaire.”142 Horton was apparently unaware of the 
article’s true origins. It seems plausible, however, that the article, which had 
originally been published in the French newspaper France-Soir, was brought to 
Philip Horton’s attention by one of his CIA connections. Even if unintentional, 
this example shows the extent of the CIA’s influence and the reach of its 
fabrications.  
The Reporter’s Financial Background 
Given the magazine’s origins, history, and networks, it seems entirely possible 
that The Reporter was bankrolled by the CIA. Although there is a lack of direct 
evidence, the amount of circumstantial evidence is substantial. One aspect of 
the magazine’s history that should not be overlooked in this respect is its 
financial background. In the case of Partisan Review and The New Leader there 
is archival evidence of money changing hands and funding through foundations 
that have been revealed as CIA conduits. The Reporter archives, however, do 
not contain any information about the magazine’s business side. Circulation 
figures, subscription lists, information about advertising, and, most importantly, 
financial records are all missing from the magazine’s archives. The fact that this 
information is missing may itself be construed as somehow pointing to dubious 
financial practices. The version of events as reconstructed by Nathan Levin – 
financial adviser to Max and Marion Ascoli – in a 1983 memorandum does not 
contain any indication of CIA funding.143 
Like individuals, who create myths about themselves through such 
autobiographical documents as diaries, correspondence, and memoirs, 
organizations also invent stories concerning their founding, functioning, and 
demise. This is especially true in the case of The Reporter. As we have seen, the 
publicly projected version of the magazine’s inception leaves out much of the 
context presented in this chapter. The fact that this account is presented in a file 
in the magazine’s archives explicitly titled “Historical File” may be construed 
as implying that this is a well-thought-out reconstruction of events which does 
not provide the full story. As we will see in Chapter 11 (Demise & Folding), the 
magazine’s folding is also surrounded by such myths. The true reasons for its 
folding were much more complex than the version presented to the outside 
world. The Reporter’s financial history is a third area in which such 
mythmaking occurred. The fact that most of the material concerning the 
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magazine’s financial background has been lost and the fact that Levin’s account 
was written fourteen years after the magazine folded, implies that this may well 
be a reconstruction created with posterity in mind. 
As we have seen in Chapter 3 (Financial Background & Readership), 
according to Levin’s reconstruction, The Reporter was initially financed with 
Marion Ascoli’s personal fortune. The amount of money involved was 
enormous. Over the years Max and Marion Ascoli invested $11,636,000 in the 
magazine. The total costs of running the magazine, the magazine’s losses, the 
costs of liquidation, and the expenses of the Fortnightly Corporation came to 
$21,403,000.144 The losses the magazine sustained were off-set by the 
acquisition of a number of profitable companies, acquired by The Reporter’s 
parent company, the Fortnightly Publishing Corporation. According to Levin, 
Max and Marion Ascoli thus did not have to take money from a third party. 
They found a way to finance The Reporter without being dependent on, or 
indebted to any outsiders, whether advertisers or private foundations. 
This may have been a cover. It was a common practice for the CIA to 
bring in affluent sympathizers as conduits. As we have seen, Max Ascoli had 
been an enthusiastic contributor to a great many causes and organizations 
during the 1940s and 1950s. He contributed to such organizations as the 
Council for Democracy, the ACUE, and the NCFE. As Dean of the University 
in Exile, Ascoli also had extensive fundraising experience. He played a crucial 
role in the close cooperation between the New School, the Rockefeller 
Foundation, and the US government in raising funds to bring European scholars 
to the United States. Ascoli’s Handicraft Development, Inc., his private 
Marshall Plan avant la lettre, forms another example of his willingness to 
combine private and government initiative as well as private and government 
funding. 
It is important to note that United Nations World, the magazine 
initiative with which Max Ascoli was initially involved as one of the financial 
backers before founding The Reporter, involved John Whitney and Nelson 
Rockefeller, both of whom cooperated actively with the CIA once it had been 
officially established in 1947, serving either as “fronts” for CIA funding, or 
using their own money to fund initiatives which were useful assets to the 
Agency.145 Whitney, who also served on the PSB during the early 1950s, made 
himself useful to the CIA by furnishing financial backing for new companies 
and business ventures, which he registered under his own name. Remarkably, it 
was Whitney who in 1953 provided the venture capital to set up the Clarksburg 
and Fairmont cable systems, which were acquired by the Fortnightly 
Corporation in 1957/1958.146 The Rockefeller Foundation also formed “an 
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integral component of America’s Cold War machinery,” as Frances Stonor 
Saunders has pointed out.147 Although it may not have been an actual CIA-
conduit, the Foundation did play an important part in shaping US foreign 
policy, funding the Rockefeller Brothers Fund, a major Cold War think-tank, as 
well as research grants and fellowships.148 Nelson Rockefeller himself had 
strong ties to the American intelligence community and used his family’s 
extensive fortune to promote US foreign policy objectives. In addition to his 
influential position on the Rockefeller Foundation and the Rockefeller Brothers 
Fund, Nelson Rockefeller also served as president of the Museum of Modern 
Art, which played an important role in the CIA’s cultural Cold War. During the 
1950s, Rockefeller received briefings on covert activities from both CIA 
director Allen Dulles and Thomas W. Braden, director of the CIA’s 
International Organizations Division. In 1954 Rockefeller was appointed 
chairman of the PSB. In that same year Rockefeller replaced C.D. Jackson as 
Eisenhower’s special adviser on psychological warfare.149 
This information puts the United Nations World initiative, and its 
proposed funding by Whitney, Rockefeller, and Ascoli, in a new light. As we 
have seen, Ascoli himself had extensive experience with the merging of private 
and government initiative as well as private and government funding. If the CIA 
wanted to create a new magazine to promote the United States’ Cold War 
interests both at home and abroad, the Agency could not have picked a more 
sympathetic group of advocates than the advisers and staff-members who 
surrounded Wallace Carroll during The Reporter’s trial-period in Washington, 
DC, nor could the agency have picked a more willing “front” than Max Ascoli. 
The Reporter had an exceptionally large amount of money at its 
disposal. As Wallace Carroll wrote to one of the members of his trial-staff in 
1947: “We shall start out with more substantial backing than any magazine in 
this field has ever before enjoyed.”150 The magazine’s trial-period alone cost 
Max Ascoli a fortune. During this trial-period, which lasted two years, an 
exceptionally long time, Max Ascoli financed a full-time staff of twenty-four to 
experiment with the magazine’s style, content, and formula.151 One of the ideas 
that emerged at this time was that The Reporter’s early issues would not carry 
any advertising: 
It is our policy not to solicit such advertising for the first six 
months of publication. When twelve issues of The Reporter have 
been published we will know who reads our magazine and what 
                                                                                                                                  
http://www.cablecenter.org/library/collections/oral_histories/history_detail.cfm?SelectedHistory=
21 (March 18, 2005). 
147 Saunders, The Cultural Cold War, 261, 311-12. 
148 Ibid., 138-39, 144-45. 
149 Ibid., 144-45, 260-61. 
150 Wallace Carroll to Ned Kenworthy, TLS (cc), 1 October 1947, box 86, folder 6, MAC. 
151 “Report #1 from The Reporter,” memorandum, 1 December 1948, box 1, folder 1, MAC. 
Chapter 9 – Propaganda, Policy, and Covert Operations 
 
387 
they think of it, at which time we will open our pages to 
advertisers.152 
This seems an odd policy at a time when many existing magazines were 
struggling financially. Apparently, money was no object. An early version of 
the magazine’s prospectus, labeled “first private prospectus,” includes the 
following proclamation, which clearly outlines the founders’ priorities: 
The success of New World [no definitive title had been chosen yet; 
this was one of the likeliest candidates] will be measured first of 
all by the merit of its reporting and writing, and only secondarily 
by its circulation and income. While the sponsors expect the 
magazine to become self-sustaining and even profitable, they are 
not interested in creating just another magazine no matter how 
profitable it might be. While they would be prepared to make some 
adjustments to their formula, they would not be interested in a 
magazine of a different character.153 
As we have seen, The Reporter did not, initially, carry by-lines. This 
policy was meant to convey to the magazine’s readers that “here is something 
which represents the collective judgment of the editors on a topic of major 
interest and that the magazine stands 100% behind every word of it.”154 Such a 
policy made it easier to publish articles by insiders and government employees 
without revealing their identity. It should be pointed out also, that at this time 
The Reporter depended heavily on information provided by government experts 
in the form of memorandums, tips, and responses to specific questions, for 
which the informants were paid in cash. This information was then welded into 
well-written articles by the magazine’s full-time staff.155 
One of the mysteries of The Reporter’s trial-period is the magazine’s 
move from Washington, DC, to New York in December 1948. Why did the 
magazine, which had been aimed from the start at Washington policymakers, all 
of a sudden change its location? This move delayed the magazine’s publication 
with a full year, compelled Wallace Carroll to resign as managing editor, and 
made the entire operation much more expensive, because now the magazine 
needed both a head office in New York and a separate Washington, DC, office. 
There must have been a good reason for Ascoli to agree to such a radical 
change, but the magazine’s archives do not offer a convincing explanation. It is 
important to point out that a number of newly-founded organizations which 
were closely aligned with the CIA – including NCFE and ACUE – were also 
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based in New York. The fact that these organizations were founded during the 
same period in 1948 and 1949, by members of the same network that 
surrounded The Reporter, suggests that proximity to them was one of the main 
reasons for the magazine’s move to New York. The offices of The Reporter and 
the ACUE were even located within a few blocks of one another.156 It seems 
entirely possible that what had initially been a private initiative was recognized 
in 1948 as a valuable asset in the CIA’s efforts and that the founders were urged 
by their intelligence contacts to align the magazine more closely with the 
system of “independent” organizations the CIA was setting up in New York.157 
Ramparts’ Revelations and The Reporter’s Folding 
As we have seen, The Reporter’s origins and the timing of its founding are 
suggestive of a connection to the emergence of the CIA and its covert 
operations. The circumstances surrounding the magazine’s folding in 1968, 
shortly after Ramparts had revealed the CIA’s involvement with the NSA and 
magazines such as Encounter, raise similar doubts about The Reporter’s 
independence. 
As we shall see in Chapter 11 (Demise & Folding) the publicly stated 
reason for The Reporter’s folding was that Max Ascoli had grown tired of going 
against the current. During the 1960s, its continued support of the Vietnam War 
and the Johnson administration cost The Reporter much of its credibility. Due to 
faltering subscription figures the magazine was losing more and more money 
and Ascoli finally decided to devote himself entirely to his writing.158 
Although the story of CIA involvement with private organizations 
formed an excellent example of the type of investigative reporting for which 
The Reporter had been famous during the 1950s and early 1960s, the magazine 
chose to ignore it. The majority of the American press commented extensively 
on the “disgust, dismay and distress” brought on by these revelations. In his 
column in the Washington Post Walter Lippmann referred to the general feeling 
among the American public as “a revulsion against the enormity of the 
corruption which has resulted from the cold war” and advocated a strict 
separation of intelligence work from “propaganda, intervention, and dirty 
tricks.”159 Norman Cousins, editor-in-chief of the Saturday Review, noted that 
                                                     
156 The ACUE’s New York offices were located at 537 Fifth Avenue, while The Reporter’s New 
York offices were located at 220 East 42nd Street. In November 1954 The Reporter’s New York 
offices moved to 136 East 57nd Street. In October 1959 the magazine moved to 660 Madison 
Avenue. 
157 The discussions about the magazine project that would eventually become The Reporter 
commenced in early 1947. The first steps toward the consolidation of the magazine project were 
taken in April 1947, when Ascoli appointed Wallace Carroll head of a trial-office in Washington, 
DC. By September 1947, when the CIA began operating, this trial-office was in full swing. 
158 The different reasons for The Reporter’s demise and folding will be discussed in greater detail 
in Chapter 11 (Demise & Folding). 
159 Walter Lippmann, “Today and Tomorrow: The CIA Affair,” Washington Post, February 21, 
1967 and Walter Lippmann, “Today and Tomorrow: Intelligence and Dirty Tricks,” Washington 
Post, February 23, 1967. 
Chapter 9 – Propaganda, Policy, and Covert Operations 
 
389 
the revelations demonstrated “that even the most well-intentioned purposes and 
projects, when conceived and carried out within the context of undercover 
operations, carry penalties that far outweigh any good that might be achieved.” 
He argued that “the abuses are inherent in the terrible misconception behind the 
existence of the CIA. … that it is possible and proper to turn over to a group of 
men the kind of authority and power that the U.S. Constitution was specifically 
designed to prevent.”160 The Reporter presented a very different interpretation. 
The magazine’s editors actually came to the CIA’s defense, writing:  
Some of the activities the agency has apparently engaged in strike 
us as marginal at best and silly at worst. But to question CIA’s 
operations is quite different from questioning its reason for being 
or … suggesting that such a clandestine organization is alien and 
inimical to this country’s heritage and its interest, and that we are 
copying tactics of the enemy.161 
The Reporter’s editors argued that the United States needed to initiate 
legislation which would render impossible “the flood of intelligence gossip to 
which we have all been treated in recent days.”162 By no means, however, 
should the United States abolish the CIA. 
In its April 6, 1967, issue, The Reporter published a detailed defense of 
the CIA’s practices.163 In this article Christopher Felix – the pseudonym of an 
experienced CIA-agent – challenged a number of “misconceptions” about the 
Agency’s work.164 It was a reaction to a set of columns by Walter Lippmann, 
who had argued for the separation of intelligence, propaganda, and diplomacy, 
and for doing away with all secret interventions because they were “the methods 
of a totalitarian state.” Felix’ response was, in effect, a summary of his 1963 
book A Short Course in the Secret War, in which he explained to the American 
public that secret operations were “by no means diabolical inventions of the 
Russians or symptoms of a human spiritual decline,” but had in fact always 
formed an integral part of relations between states.165 The purpose of both Felix’ 
book and his Reporter article was to convince the American public that 
intelligence gathering and propaganda warfare were indispensable. 
The Reporter had, in fact, started its campaign in defense of the CIA 
almost a year earlier, when Commonweal published an editorial accusing The 
Reporter of covering up the fact that frequent contributor Douglas Pike was in 
fact working for the CIA. The Reporter’s editors, who were furious about this 
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insinuation, pointed out that Pike was an employee of USIA in Saigon, where 
he served as a specialist in research on the Vietcong, that he had also spent a 
year at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT), working on a research 
project in that same area, but that he was not on the CIA payroll. The 
Commonweal editors had suggested that Pike’s MIT project had been funded by 
the CIA, since, they argued, MIT’s Center of International Studies had been 
established with CIA money and was headed by a former CIA assistant director. 
In response, The Reporter denounced the revelations linking university research 
to CIA funding, ridiculing the “outrageous” conspiracy theories surrounding the 
Agency: 
In times of trouble when the political atmosphere is overheated, 
the wandering trails of free association can – as the late Senator 
Joseph R. McCarthy demonstrated – lead almost anyone 
anywhere. … What troubles us … is that … the revelations that 
CIA funds support university research and technical assistance 
projects judged to be in the national interest, have set loose an 
alarming amount of nonsense, this time from liberal quarters.166 
The Reporter’s editors argued that the conspiracy theories about the CIA 
distracted attention from much more important international affairs.167 As 
Ramparts and the Church Committee investigation demonstrated a couple of 
years later, however, many of these “conspiracy theories” were not as farfetched 
as The Reporter made them out to be. 
Commonweal may, in fact, have been asking the wrong question. It can 
be argued that the question whether Pike was actually on the CIA payroll was 
less relevant than the question how The Reporter managed to maintain its 
independence and objectivity when most of the material the magazine published 
came from sources who were so intricately involved in government service, 
even if they were not actually bankrolled by the CIA.168 
Caught in the FBI/CIA Power Struggle 
Clearly, The Reporter exemplifies the close cooperation between the US 
government and private American organizations in furthering American foreign 
policy objectives. What sets The Reporter apart from other such organizations, 
however, is the fact that it was aimed primarily at an American audience. The 
Reporter played an important role in the struggle between the State Department 
and Senator McCarthy, in which the FBI and the CIA were also actively 
involved. 
The FBI and the CIA had been rivals since the end of World War II, 
when William J. Donovan was fighting for the conversion of his wartime OSS 
to a peacetime intelligence service. J. Edgar Hoover, who was afraid that this 
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new concept of centralized intelligence would undermine the established 
intelligence departments, including the FBI, actively thwarted Donovan’s 
efforts. Hoover thus played a significant role in delaying the creation of the CIA 
until 1947.169 During the late 1940s and early 1950s, as the Agency found its 
form, the discrepancies between the FBI and the CIA became more and more 
apparent. Whereas the FBI lobbied for funding and recognition by trying to 
focus attention on Communism as an internal security issue, the CIA tried to 
enhance its reputation by insisting that international Communism should form 
the United States’ first priority. This rivalry between the two intelligence 
operations reached its peak during the McCarthy era. The CIA was particularly 
concerned about America’s image abroad and perceived McCarthyism as a 
major threat, arguing that the Senator’s witch hunts played into the hands of 
Soviet propagandists. McCarthy’s response to this critique came in the summer 
of 1953, when he announced that he had reason to believe that the CIA harbored 
more than a hundred Communists, more than any other government agency. 
When he initially attempted to bring CIA agents before his Permanent 
Subcommittee on Investigations, he enlisted the FBI to assist him.170 These 
attempts failed because the CIA was under the direct protection of President 
Eisenhower and McCarthy soon turned his attention to other witch hunts. 
It seems that The Reporter got caught in the middle of this power 
struggle between the CIA and the FBI. The Reporter’s emphasis on the primary 
importance of fighting international Communism and its denunciation of 
McCarthyism put the magazine firmly in the CIA’s camp. It is important to note 
that throughout the 1950s The Reporter used its investigative reporting 
selectively. Whereas the magazine openly attacked the FBI, it never, in its entire 
history, published anything that might have reflected negatively on the CIA. As 
we have seen in Chapters 5 (Investigative Reporting) and 6 (The Reporter and 
McCarthyism), The Reporter would be subjected to FBI investigations a 
number of times. As The Reporter’s extensive FBI file attests, the magazine and 
its editors were under close observation throughout the 1950s. 
The articles which the FBI considered most problematic were all 
investigative exposés. The first series of articles to draw the Bureau’s attention 
was “The Wiretappers” (1952). The articles were studied in depth by FBI 
personnel, who were infuriated by the “derogatory references” and the “many 
untrue accusations” directed at the Bureau. A personal memorandum to J. Edgar 
Hoover stated that The Reporter’s series on wiretapping was “a mishmash of 
fact, falsehood and fancy, slanted for an evil, propagandic purpose.” The FBI 
did not think it wise, however, to try to refute the accusations since “any attempt 
to clarify or answer charges which have been unjustly made against … the 
Bureau would merely serve the purpose of the authors of the article and stir up 
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additional controversy on this subject.” Instead, it was proposed that the Bureau 
try to convince Congress not to launch an investigation of the FBI’s use of 
wiretapping, as had been suggested by The Reporter. 
The second Reporter article to attract special attention from the FBI was 
a 1954 exposé on Senator Styles Bridges, one of the Republican senators who 
worked closely together with Senator McCarthy.171 Remarkably, it was James 
Angleton, the legendary CIA chief of counterintelligence, who brought the 
imminent publication of this article to the attention of the FBI. Why would such 
a prominent figure be handling such a minor matter? Could it be that his passing 
on this information was in fact a warning to the FBI to leave The Reporter 
alone? Why else would he point out specifically that Philip Horton, who had 
told Angleton about The Reporter’s plans for this article, had “a wide circle of 
contacts in Washington,” including friends in the White House, the CIA, and 
the Department of Justice? And why would Angleton stress the fact that Horton 
was “a clever individual”? Tellingly, this “warning” came in September 1953, 
the exact time when McCarthy was attempting to investigate the CIA. 
A confidential memorandum in Philip Horton’s files, dated June 2, 
1954, indicates that his contacts in Washington, DC, kept him up-to-date on 
McCarthy’s plans to start hearings on the CIA. The memorandum was a report 
on a conversation with Kurt Glaser, a consultant to the Jenner Committee. 
Senator William E. Jenner (Republican, Indiana) was one of McCarthy’s closest 
allies and the Jenner Committee was responsible for the investigation of the 
NCFE and RFE. Horton’s contact learned that McCarthy would direct his 
investigation of the CIA chiefly against certain Agency officials, Frank G. 
Wisner in particular.172  
In 1955 James Angleton once again warned the FBI that Horton had 
been asking questions about J. Edgar Hoover’s personal life, meaning his 
homosexuality. This was a very sensitive subject and as a rule the FBI used 
every trick in the book to deter reporters from delving into this particular topic. 
Angleton once again stressed the fact that Horton had friends in high places and 
the FBI eventually decided against a full investigation of Horton because it 
“might result in embarrassment to the Bureau.”173 This comment could have 
referred to Horton’s powerful position as editor of The Reporter, but it could 
also refer to Horton’s friends in high places, especially in the White House and 
the CIA. 
The FBI clearly considered The Reporter a serious threat and 
contemplated launching a serious investigation of the magazine a number of 
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times, yet such an investigation never ensued. At a time when witch hunts were 
the order of the day, this is uncanny, to say the least. It seems that The Reporter 
had its CIA contacts to thank for this leniency. Clearly, The Reporter formed a 
valuable asset to the CIA in its power struggle with the FBI, especially during 
the McCarthy years. If, however, The Reporter was bankrolled by the CIA, this 
use of the magazine as an instrument in FBI/CIA power struggles would have 
constituted a blatant violation of the CIA’s charter, which prohibited the 
Agency from meddling in domestic affairs. 
State-Private Networks: The Issue of Control 
In recent years, Cold War scholars have been involved in a heated debate about 
the nature of the relationship between the state and private groups and 
individuals. As the title of the British edition of Frances Stonor Saunders’ book 
on the cultural Cold War – Playing the CIA’s Tune? – suggests, she worked 
from the assumption that since the CIA provided funding for numerous cultural 
and intellectual initiatives, the Agency was in control of the ideological message 
these initiatives produced. She explicitly denounced the notion that the funding 
the CIA provided came with no strings attached. “Amongst intellectual circles 
in American and western Europe,” she noted, “there persists a readiness to 
accept as true that the CIA was merely interested in extending the possibilities 
for free and democratic cultural expression. ‘We simply helped people to say 
what they would have said anyway,’ goes this ‘blank cheque’ line of defence. If 
the beneficiaries of CIA funds were ignorant of the fact, the argument goes, and 
if their behaviour was consequently unmodified, then their independence as 
critical thinkers could not have been affected.”174 Richard Pells has argued that 
“from the perspective of the 1950s” there appeared to be little wrong with the 
CIA’s funding of the CCF: 
In truth, most of the intellectuals who were affiliated with the 
congress did not regard the CIA as a sinister influence in the 
world. Besides, their anti-Communist convictions originated long 
before Washington’s secret agents began to spend money on the 
cultural Cold War. The CIA purchased neither the minds of the 
intellectuals nor their souls, though it ultimately caused them 
embarrassment in the 1960s once the identity of their benefactor 
was revealed. But during the 1950s, the American and European 
writers who belonged to the congress believed they were engaged 
in a project that was politically necessary, morally ennobling, and 
entirely theirs to superintend. They had no qualms and some sense 
of power when their ideas and activities happened to coincide with 
the needs of the U.S. government.175 
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Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., continues to feel that “the affirmative aspects of the CIA 
– support for free trade unions, for social democratic parties, for the Congress 
for Cultural Freedom and magazines like Encounter and [Der] Monat – were a 
useful expenditure of public money.”176 
With her denunciation of such reasoning, Saunders sparked a debate 
about issues of autonomy and control in relation to the Cold War state-private 
network. Hugh Wilford, for example, critiqued Saunders’ position, pointing out 
that: “It might well have been the case that the CIA tried to call a particular 
tune; but the piper did not always play it, nor the audience dance to it.”177 In his 
article “Playing the CIA’s Tune? The New Leader and the Cultural Cold War,” 
Wilford contested the notion that this magazine was merely a mouthpiece for 
the American intelligence community simply because it received CIA funding: 
Such an interpretation … overlooks three important factors. First, 
it fails to take account of the N[ew] L[eader]’s pre-Cold War 
history as a vocal opponent of communism dating as far back as 
the 1920s. Second, as is revealed by an analysis of its contents 
during the early postwar period, the paper did not merely reflect 
official attitudes toward communism in the Cold War; if anything, 
it helped to shape them. Finally, to dismiss the New Leader as a 
mere functionary of the CIA is to ignore archival evidence of 
tension and conflict between the publication and its secretive 
patron.178 
Wilford also noted that the CIA funding was actively solicited and that the 
contacts between the magazine and the Agency were initiated by The New 
Leader. 
Giles Scott-Smith has also critiqued Saunders’ interpretation of the 
relationship between the CCF and the CIA, although not explicitly. Scott-Smith 
introduced the concept of hegemony – as developed by the Italian Marxist 
Antonio Gramsci – into the debate about the Cold War state-private network. 
Placed in this context it becomes clear that the efforts to shape Cold War 
ideology involved hegemonic struggle and that the relationship between 
intellectuals and the CIA was characterized by conflict and tension. Therefore, 
Scott-Smith, has argued, “the starting point for interpreting the CCF should not 
be the outlook of the CIA but the views of the post-war intelligentsia, and how 
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the Congress both emerged as a consequence of those views and simultaneously 
represented their political cooptation within the conditions of the Cold War.”179 
Saunders has since explicated her views on the issue of control versus 
autonomy in an interview with Scott Lucas. Although she had found a number 
of instances in which the CIA had exerted direct control, or tried to re-establish 
it, “whether it be with money or guidance,” she had reached the conclusion that 
the Agency usually did not have to resort to that because “the Congress for 
Cultural Freedom was flooded with CIA personnel.” The credibility of the 
initiatives of the cultural Cold War actually depended on the autonomy of the 
intellectuals involved. Magazines such as Encounter, Saunders stressed, were 
not mere CIA mouthpieces: “There are clearly some pieces planted at certain 
times and they actually were penned by CIA agents, but that’s minimal and 
almost insignificant.” There were clear limits to what could and what could not 
be published, however. Apparently, that line was hardly ever crossed. Certain 
points of view simply did not make it into the magazine, a situation that 
Saunders described as “censorship by omission.”180 
Scott Lucas, who introduced the concept of the state-private network, 
has emphasized the complexity of the cooperation between private 
organizations and the state. The impetus to initiate or fund a venture usually did 
not even come from the CIA, but from the private side and once established the 
relationship between private and state actors was “not necessarily a harmonious 
one.” The initiatives of the cultural Cold War came about through negotiation. 
“Private initiative was not produced by a state puppet-master pulling strings.” 
This did not mean, however, that these private initiatives had full autonomy: 
To put it bluntly, if the US government had not covertly funded the 
‘private’ efforts … they would not have existed. The significance 
of the state was not in creating the cultural crusade but in 
providing a strategic vision and the organization for a crusade 
which went beyond the efforts of any individual or group. State 
agencies, including the CIA, did not “control” the private sphere, 
but directed it in the pursuit of its vision.181 
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As Hugh Wilford noted, in the case of The New Leader CIA involvement had 
exactly this effect. It kept alive “a voice that might otherwise have died out 
through lack of funding.” Wilford conceded: “To that extent, the debate on the 
Left was manipulated, taking a direction that, if left to itself, might have been 
different for lack of an articulated perspective like that of the New Leader. 
However, it does not necessarily follow from this, as many writers about the 
Cultural Cold War have assumed, that the CIA exercised complete control over 
its client.”182 
The case of The Reporter further underscores Wilford’s argument. As 
this chapter has demonstrated, the magazine certainly had close ties to the CIA, 
but this did not mean total control. The CIA may have played a crucial role in 
keeping The Reporter’s voice alive, but it did not control its contents. The 
Reporter was much more than a mouthpiece for the United States Information 
Agency (USIA), the State Department, or the CIA. The close cooperation with 
these government agencies was often initiated by The Reporter and the 
magazine played an active role in shaping American policy and propaganda. It 
is beyond a doubt that The Reporter played an important role in US propaganda 
efforts, both at home and abroad, but does that mean that – like Encounter, Der 
Monat, and The New Leader – the magazine was funded by the CIA? 
As Frances Stonor Saunders has demonstrated, in the case of Encounter 
the editors were accountable to the directors of the CCF, who frequently 
interfered with the magazine’s contents.183 Such overt manipulation was never 
the case at The Reporter. The only person running The Reporter, the only 
person in charge of making all the important decisions, was Max Ascoli and it 
seems unlikely that he would have taken orders from anyone. Even if he fully 
agreed with the proposed ideas, he would not have accepted any coerced 
influence. 
Ascoli would, however, accept advice from like-minded intellectuals, 
especially if such advice was accompanied by personal recognition. There were 
a number of advisers whose input Ascoli valued highly. At the time of The 
Reporter’s inception and during its first years, Ascoli’s most important adviser 
was Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., whom, as we have seen, had close ties to the CCF. 
In 1956 the two had a falling-out and Schlesinger, Jr., severed all ties with The 
Reporter. Ascoli, however, soon found a new adviser in Henry Kissinger, 
whose recent book Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy (1957), funded by the 
Rockefeller Brothers Fund and the Council on Foreign Relations, had made him 
one of the foremost analysts of US foreign policy. During the years that 
followed Kissinger served as Ascoli’s most important editorial adviser. They 
had long telephone conversations every Sunday in which they discussed 
individual manuscripts as well as editorial policy. Kissinger commented on 
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numerous manuscripts, suggested articles, contacted possible contributors, and 
frequently contributed articles himself.184 
As Scott Lucas has pointed out, the CIA was instrumental in launching 
Kissinger’s career. While a graduate student at Harvard during the early 1950s, 
Kissinger was in charge of the International Summer School, for which he 
secured funding from the Farfield Foundation, a CIA conduit. At this time he 
also founded the journal Confluence, which was funded by the Ford Foundation, 
another CIA conduit. Kissinger’s Ph.D. supervisor Professor William Y. Elliot, 
who served as a consultant to the CIA and had initiated the International 
Summer School, brought him into contact with key figures in government and 
intelligence circles, including Nelson Rockefeller. According to Lucas, Elliot 
also arranged for Kissinger to be appointed as a consultant for the CIA.185 
Clearly, by the time Kissinger met Ascoli, he was well immersed in the Cold 
War state-private network. It is not impossible that Kissinger, who 
communicated only directly with Ascoli, served as a liaison between the 
magazine and the CIA. 
Coda 
Despite the wealth of circumstantial evidence, there is no proof that The 
Reporter was in fact bankrolled by the CIA. The fact that the circumstances 
surrounding the magazine’s origins are ambiguous does not constitute proof of 
CIA funding. Nor does the fact that The Reporter’s financial records are 
incomplete, or the fact that the magazine had close ties to a number of US 
government agencies, including the CIA, automatically make it a CIA funded 
magazine. To firmly establish that there was such a connection, additional 
research would be necessary. 
The actual funding may, however, be beside the point. As we have seen, 
the connections between The Reporter and the intelligence community were 
first and foremost based on an exchange of ideas, not on an exchange of money. 
This was not a relationship based on dependency, with the CIA wielding control 
and The Reporter’s editors following strict orders. It seems that there was no 
need for such direct control. The relationship between The Reporter and the 
intelligence community was based on reciprocity and interdependence. The 
Reporter’s editors did not need to be told to express the ideas which, given their 
ideological and personal backgrounds, they would have propagated anyway, 
regardless of CIA-funding. This applies in particular to Max Ascoli who, as a 
recently naturalized American, took his responsibilities as an American citizen 
very seriously. In many respects, Ascoli was more American, more acutely 
aware of the key values and ideals on which American society was based, than 
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most Americans.186 His conviction that Americans needed to re-acquaint 
themselves with the values for which their country stood, formed a recurrent 
theme in Ascoli’s writing. In light of this process of Americanization and 
assimilation, Ascoli’s close cooperation with the American government can be 
seen as an effort to prove himself as a worthy American citizen and as an 
attempt to express his gratitude for the warm welcome he had received upon his 
arrival. Proud to be an American citizen, Ascoli created The Reporter to 
propagate American exceptionalism at home and abroad. 
It can be concluded that The Reporter’s editors were certainly 
influenced by their own intelligence backgrounds and by their extensive 
intelligence networks. Clearly, these networks influenced the magazine’s 
editorial stance, its contents, and the contributors it enlisted. This influence was 
not, however, a one-way street. The Reporter served as a platform and outlet for 
certain elements within the US government, but only when the editors chose to 
lend the magazine for that purpose and it is important to note that this influence 
also worked the other way around. 
                                                     
186 Ascoli’s Americanization is discussed in greater detail in Chapter 1 (Origins & Founding). 
 Chapter 10 – Turn to the Right? 
Due to the timing of its founding and the network from which it emerged The 
Reporter quickly became an important platform for the “new liberalism” of the 
post-war years. Emphatically distancing itself from the “old liberalism” as 
represented by The Nation and The New Republic, the magazine presented itself 
as the platform for the anti-Communist liberalism of the Marshall Plan era and 
quickly became the most widely read American magazine that explicitly 
identified itself as liberal. By the early 1960s, however, American liberals began 
to question the magazine’s use of this label, accusing The Reporter – and Max 
Ascoli in particular – of having turned conservative. This chapter explores this 
alleged shift to the right. Did The Reporter’s editorial stance change, or was it a 
perceived rather than an actual shift? Did The Reporter merely appear more 
conservative due to a shift in American liberalism? Did the magazine’s Cold 
War stance truly remain consistent, or were The Reporter and the liberal 
community simultaneously shifting in opposite directions? 
This chapter presents an interpretation of The Reporter’s editorial 
stance based on the magazine’s contents and extensive archival material. It 
places The Reporter in the context of the post-war liberal consensus, shedding 
new light on the divergences between the magazine and the liberal community, 
focusing specifically on Max Ascoli’s relationship with prominent American 
liberals such as Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., liberal organizations such as the 
Americans for Democratic Action (ADA), and the Democratic presidential 
candidates and administrations of the 1950s and 1960s. 
The Reporter and the Liberal Consensus 
Historians commonly refer to the period of the 1950s as the era of the “liberal 
consensus,” a time when American intellectuals, politicians, and the general 
public perceived the world around them in a “remarkably coherent way.”1 The 
“new liberalism” of the post-war era represented what Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., 
labeled “the vital center,” occupying the middle ground between the extremes of 
the right and the left. Characterized by a firm belief in the perfectibility of 
American society through liberal reform and an equally firm commitment to 
anti-Communism, this “new liberalism” was the era’s “dominant political 
persuasion.”2 This did not, however, mean that there were no internal divisions 
among American liberals. They were divided, for example, on the question how 
to achieve liberal reform. While some liberals emphasized “the unity of the 
American experience,” arguing that class had been abolished in America and 
that the protection of individual liberties was best served by ensuring equality of 
opportunity, others embraced the tradition of the New Deal and favored 
                                                     
1 Robert R. Tomes, Apocalypse Then. American Intellectuals and the Vietnam War, 1954-1975 
(New York University Press, 1998), 4. 
2 Tomes, Apocalypse Then, 11. 
Part III – The Reporter – A Cold War Magazine 
 
400 
extensive government programs aimed at promoting civil rights, civil liberties, 
and social welfare. And although all liberals were concerned about the spread of 
international Communism, they were divided over how to best contain it. As we 
have seen in previous chapters, domestic Communism and McCarthyism also 
formed divisive issues within the liberal community.3 
As this chapter demonstrates, The Reporter reflected some of these 
internal divisions within American liberalism. As Martin Doudna established in 
his study of The Reporter and American liberalism, there were three 
characteristics that placed the magazine outside the spectrum of American 
liberalism altogether. Firstly, there was Max Ascoli’s European background. 
Secondly, there was Ascoli’s emphasis on the moral and ideological divergence 
between Communism and democracy, which made it impossible for him to 
even consider peaceful coexistence or negotiations with Communist nations. 
Finally, and perhaps most importantly, there was the magazine’s unremitting 
emphasis on foreign affairs. 
As we have seen in earlier chapters, Max Ascoli was a product of a 
distinctly European intellectual background.4 He was a liberal in the European 
tradition. In a 1955 speech at the University of Oregon’s School of Journalism, 
Ascoli recounted how he, an Italian liberal in exile, had instinctively turned to 
American liberals and had been welcomed into their midst: “Yet, from the very 
beginning, I could not help feeling that the difference between my European 
and their – American – liberalism was rather substantial.” Having recently fled 
Fascist Italy, Ascoli did not share the fundamental belief in progress that lay at 
the foundation of American liberalism. He was skeptical about the liberal belief 
that “the cure for the ills of democracy is more democracy.” Ascoli had 
experienced the degeneration of liberal democracy into Fascism. As a 
consequence he did not believe that democracy was always inherently 
“‘progressive’ or, indeed, always liberal in its aims and internal organization.”5 
Ascoli, in other words, did not see democracy as the “crowning point of 
history,” nor did he believe that liberal government formed the solution to 
America’s problems. Ascoli’s fear of the excrescences of democracy formed a 
recurrent theme in all his writings, from his denunciation of Roosevelt’s court-
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packing plan in 1934 to his editorial denunciations of “big government” in The 
Reporter’s early issues and his criticism of the New Left in the 1960s.6 Arthur 
Schlesinger, Jr.’s 1956 essay “Liberalism in America: A Note for Europeans” 
further underscores Ascoli’s divergence from American liberalism. American 
liberals, Schlesinger, Jr., argued, considered freedom a birthright. As a result, 
they were “confident that nearly all problems can be solved.”7 It was this 
fundamental belief in the perfectibility of society that Ascoli did not share. 
Ascoli’s European background also meant that his liberalism was less 
fluid and adaptable than that of most American liberals. It was this fluidity that 
set American liberalism apart from the European variety. In his “Note for 
Europeans,” Schlesinger, Jr., observed: “Liberalism in America has been … 
committed to ends rather than to methods. When a laissez-faire policy seemed 
best calculated to achieve the liberal objective of equality of opportunity for all 
… liberals believed … that that government is best which governs least. But 
when the growing complexity of industrial conditions required increasing 
government intervention in order to assure more equal opportunities, the liberal 
tradition, faithful to the goal rather than to the dogma, altered its view of the 
state.”8 As Gary Gerstle has pointed out, post-war American liberalism, “with 
its emphasis on racial equality, minority rights, and expansive notions of 
individual freedom,” differed substantially from New Deal liberalism, with its 
focus on economic reform. Both types of liberalism, Gerstle noted, also differed 
substantially from the earlier tradition of Progressivism, which was concerned 
primarily with moral, instead of economic issues. “All three represent a 
substantial departure from the classical liberal program of limiting the 
government’s right to interfere with economic and political liberties of its 
citizens.”9 One specific issue on which American liberals modified their 
position during the 1960s was the nature of the Communist threat. Whereas 
Ascoli had always judged international Communism on ethical grounds, 
arguing that any totalitarian regime that curtailed and even destroyed its 
citizens’ freedom and civil liberties was morally reprehensible, many American 
liberals began to assess Communism on political grounds and were willing to 
consider the possibility that its nature was changing. This fundamental 
difference in Ascoli’s approach to international Communism would eventually 
contribute to a rift between The Reporter and the liberal community. 
The Reporter’s founding in 1947 coincided with that of the ADA, the 
liberal lobby group that soon became the most prominent exponent of the “new 
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liberalism.”10 As we have seen, Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., one of the ADA’s most 
prominent spokesmen, was among The Reporter’s founding fathers. Yet 
although The Reporter and the ADA supported many of the same causes, 
including the Truman Doctrine, the Marshall Plan, the United Nations, and civil 
rights, and despite the fact that Max and Marion Ascoli were among the ADA’s 
most generous initial supporters, by the time The Reporter started publication 
Ascoli’s initial favorable attitude had turned to skepticism.11 He felt that the 
ADA had come to represent exactly the kind of liberalism he most disliked, 
characterized by an unyielding belief in prosperity and the perfectibility of 
society, accompanied by wide-eyed idealism, especially where foreign affairs 
were concerned.12 Like the ADA, The Reporter aimed to generate a new type of 
liberalism, but the “new liberalism” The Reporter hoped to engender focused 
explicitly on foreign affairs: “For too long liberalism has represented a 
depressed and depressing area in the American political landscape, particularly 
since most of the liberal reforms that had been advocated for a long time have 
been translated into laws,” Ascoli noted in December 1949. “But a new political 
struggle is on – not on a national but on an international scale – and in this 
struggle the liberal values need to be thoroughly cleansed of triteness and 
smugness. They need to reacquire all their assertiveness and buoyancy, for they 
are the only values that can give safety and peace to the world. The Reporter is 
all out for this militant and buoyant liberalism.”13 In fact, the few Reporter 
articles dealing directly with the condition of American liberalism all argued 
that American liberals needed to turn their attention to foreign affairs.14 
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During the 1950s most American liberals agreed that the threat of 
international Communism warranted such an emphasis on foreign affairs. 
However, as their perception of international Communism changed and as they 
grew disillusioned with American involvement in Vietnam and the failure to 
adequately deal with such domestic problems as racial discrimination and 
poverty, American liberals began to insist once again that American domestic 
affairs should be given first priority. Unlike these liberals, The Reporter 
remained convinced that America’s international responsibility was all-
important. Throughout its existence the magazine opposed any form of 
isolationism. This overall emphasis on foreign affairs formed the most 
fundamental divergence between The Reporter and American liberalism. As we 
have seen in previous chapters, this focus on international affairs was The 
Reporter’s defining characteristic. 
Clearly, The Reporter’s view of liberalism differed fundamentally from 
that held by most elements of the liberal community. During the 1950s these 
differences went largely unnoticed because The Reporter and the liberal 
community were united in their fight against international Communism, against 
McCarthy and his Republican allies, and in their defense of freedom, both at 
home, in the form of civil liberties and civil rights, and abroad. As a result, both 
the magazine’s supporters and its critics regarded The Reporter as a leading 
exponent of American liberalism. 
A Debate about Liberalism 
It was not until 1956 that the underlying ideological divergence between The 
Reporter and American liberalism came into full view. In this year the 
magazine published a debate on “The Future of Liberalism.” The fact that The 
Reporter published such a debate at all is in itself noteworthy. The Reporter did 
not serve as a platform for a tightly-knit community of intellectuals and did not 
usually open its pages to polemic and theoretical and ideological debate, which 
formed an important staple of such intellectual magazines as The Nation, The 
New Republic, The New Leader, Commentary, and Partisan Review. Although 
The Reporter was a distinctly liberal magazine, it did not play a leading role in 
the critical self-examination that characterized American liberalism throughout 
the 1950s and 1960s.15 In a February 1950 letter to an inquiring reader, Max 
Ascoli explained why The Reporter did not publish such academic debates: 
“We like to test liberal principles on the concrete issues of our day rather than 
have long theoretical debates on the meaning of ‘liberalism’.”16 The debate 
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about “the Future of Liberalism” that the magazine published in 1956 formed an 
exception. It was The Reporter’s first and final attempt to contribute to the 
debate about the plight of American liberalism. 
The idea for the debate on “The Future of Liberalism” originated in 
December 1955, when Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., sent Max Ascoli a memo entitled 
“Wanted: A New Liberalism,” which he felt would lend itself for a Reporter 
article.17 Instead of sending Schlesinger, Jr., a memo in return, Ascoli suggested 
that the two of them hold a public debate on the future of liberalism, to be 
published in The Reporter. Schlesinger agreed, assuming that this would be a 
friendly exchange of ideas. He had no reason to believe otherwise. Ascoli 
described the comments he had as “a lengthy list of requests for clarification on 
some points, approval of others, and respectful expressions of disagreement 
with several more” and noted that there was “no other friend and fellow liberal 
with whom I would like better to have a sort of family debate on American 
liberalism today.”18 
The first installment was published in May 1956. The main argument of 
Schlesinger’s contribution – “The Challenge of Abundance” – was that the 
1950s were characterized by a widespread discontent which could not be 
removed by the tactics of 1930s liberalism. A new type of liberalism was 
needed. Whereas the quantitative liberalism of the 1930s was “primarily and 
necessarily” concerned with “immediate problems of subsistence and survival,” 
the new liberalism of the 1950s ought to be qualitative in character, “dedicated 
to bettering the quality of people’s lives and opportunities.” 
The problems Schlesinger identified in his article were all domestic, 
focusing on the improvement of the quality of life in the United States: “The 
issues of 1956 are those which make the difference between defeat and 
opportunity, between frustration and fulfillment, in the everyday lives of 
average persons.” The richest nation on earth, Schlesinger argued, should not be 
allowed to skimp on public welfare. In regard to foreign affairs, Schlesinger 
wrote the following: “In the immediate future, of course, the issues of peace and 
war far overshadow problems of justice and polity at home. But it can be said 
that a truly creative and progressive American foreign policy can only come 
from a truly creative and progressive America.” Schlesinger argued that the 
United States had to set an example, and therefore practice what it preached: 
“We cannot convincingly champion freedom before the world so long as we 
kick freedom around at home. We cannot convincingly champion equality 
abroad so long as we practice segregation at home.” Without solving its internal 
problems, the United States could not act as an example to other nations.19 
On the surface, Schlesinger, Jr.’s argument seems perfectly in sync with 
The Reporter’s editorial stance on McCarthyism, the civil rights struggle, and 
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the importance of improving America’s image abroad. Ascoli, however, felt that 
Schlesinger, Jr., had overemphasized the importance of America’s internal 
problems. In his reply he argued that, conversely, the Soviet leaders should not 
“be invited to take a rest and see to it that Communism is well implanted in 
their country before propagating it abroad.” In Ascoli’s opinion domestic and 
foreign affairs were inextricably linked, but the emphasis needed to be on the 
fight against international Communism and America’s role in the network of 
international alliances. “What really stirred me to pick a quarrel with 
Schlesinger,” Ascoli wrote, “was the offhand way in which he brushed off the 
impact of international affairs on the fortunes, well-being, and freedom of our 
country.”20 He argued that the spiritual malaise Schlesinger, Jr., identified was 
not caused by domestic problems so much as by international problems, the 
Cold War in particular. In Ascoli’s worldview international affairs and more 
specifically the threat posed by international Communism would always take 
precedence over domestic affairs. The differences between the two articles were 
differences in emphasis, but to Ascoli these differences in emphasis were 
fundamental. 
Ascoli also disagreed with Schlesinger, Jr., on the need for a liberal 
government. Unlike Schlesinger, Jr., and the ADA, Ascoli did not believe that a 
government of liberal Democrats formed the solution to America’s problems. 
Instead of wishing and waiting for such a government, Ascoli urged liberals to 
make their ideas heard to voters and politicians alike, and work with the 
Republican administration, not against it. Ascoli was profoundly disturbed by 
the inclination of American liberals to rely on government intervention. Why, 
Ascoli wondered, did American liberals in the same breath disapprove of big 
business, and promote big labor and big government? The combination of the 
three, Ascoli felt, formed the biggest threat to democracy, as he himself had 
witnessed in Fascist Italy.21 
The two articles failed to generate a true debate about the future of 
American liberalism. The Reporter’s readers and those prominent liberals who 
had been invited to participate in a second round did not perceive the 
disagreement between Ascoli and Schlesinger, Jr., as irreconcilable. The 
consensus was that it was largely a matter of emphasis. Ascoli and Schlesinger, 
Jr., were both right, but were simply focusing attention on different aspects of 
American liberalism. As one reader noted: “Ascoli’s criticism of Schlesinger 
seems to me supplemental rather than contradictory.”22 The second round of the 
debate included contributions from Harry Truman, economists Seymour E. 
Harris and Leon H. Keyserling, liberal Republican Jacob K. Javits, and liberal 
internationalists Thomas K. Finletter and A.A. Berle.23 Berle in particular 
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attempted to reconcile Ascoli and Schlesinger, Jr., by emphasizing the common 
goals all liberals shared. Despite such efforts, however, the disagreement 
between the two men degenerated into a brawl. 
Schlesinger, Jr., was outraged that Ascoli had distorted his argument, 
referring to him as an isolationist: “I retain a suspicion,” he wrote in his second 
contribution, “that Dr. Ascoli does not at bottom regard me as a Herbert Hoover 
isolationist, which makes his public assertions all the more puzzling. I cannot 
imagine what possible contribution he thinks he is making to responsible 
discussion in the liberal community when he twists an obvious point in order to 
misrepresent a known internationalist as an isolationist.” Schlesinger, Jr., was 
also disappointed that Ascoli had not responded to his central point, that there 
was a need for a new liberalism: “Dr. Ascoli and The Reporter have contributed 
much in recent years to the reappraisal of the tasks of liberalism in these 
complicated times. I am sorry that, instead of pursuing this reappraisal in a 
responsible way, Dr. Ascoli yielded to the impulse ‘to pick a quarrel with 
Schlesinger.’”24 After this second installment was published Schlesinger, Jr., 
broke off all contact with Ascoli and The Reporter.25 
Almost fifty years later, Schlesinger, Jr., still had strong feelings about 
the incident: 
It wasn’t really a debate. He accused me of something that I didn’t 
feel I was, and he really didn’t pick up the issues, the points that I 
was trying to make in the article. I wondered at the time, and have 
wondered ever since, whether he wasn’t looking for a pretext to 
have a fight. … He really had to stretch hard to find an isolationist 
strain in what I was writing.26 
It seems that Ascoli seized the opportunity to force a confrontation and lay bare 
all the differences in opinion and worldview that underlay his seemingly 
harmonious relationship with Schlesinger, Jr. Although this outburst may have 
come unexpectedly to Schlesinger, Jr., there had been earlier disagreements. 
In 1949, for example, Ascoli and Schlesinger, Jr., had an argument 
about an article on the Alger Hiss trial, written by Ascoli and Robert Bingham. 
Though not exactly coming to Hiss’ defense, the two authors presented an 
“impartial” analysis of the circumstances surrounding the trial. Given the fierce 
anti-Communism of the times, any analysis that did not vehemently denounce 
Hiss was suspect and Schlesinger, Jr., feared that the article would do the 
magazine “immeasurable damage.” In his opinion, “the article seemed to … 
suffer from rather extreme Hissophilia under a pretense of impartiality; and, if I 
felt that, I shudder to think what the real Hissophobes must feel.” Ascoli was 
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very angry about Schlesinger, Jr.’s comments. “I hope that we are not yet 
slanting our editorial policy with the express purpose of soothing Hissophobes, 
or ADA boy scouts, or even people who can never subscribe to a remotely 
liberal point of view without adding in the same breath, ‘But I hate Commies, 
never forget that’,” he wrote Robert Bingham. Ascoli felt that The Reporter’s 
coverage spoke for itself and he did not feel that every page of the magazine 
needed to carry the credo “I hate Communism, I hate Communism, I hate 
Communism.”27 Schlesinger, Jr.’s assumption that The Reporter would serve as 
a platform for the ADA clearly irritated Ascoli, who, though initially supportive 
of the organization had, by this time, grown impatient with its close links to the 
Democratic Party. Ascoli was convinced that liberalism could only be truly 
effective if it was independent of both political parties. In a 1955 editorial 
entitled “This Liberal Magazine” he wrote: “One of the blessings of the way the 
two-party system is organized in our country lies perhaps in the fact that 
American liberalism has never been seriously tempted to become a party.”28 
As we have seen, Ascoli had a very authoritarian personality. He was 
never very good at dealing with people who openly disagreed with him. It is 
important to note, in this respect, that Schlesinger, Jr., was almost twenty years 
Ascoli’s junior. From someone that young Ascoli expected respect and 
deference. It is entirely plausible that he felt Schlesinger, Jr., who had never 
experienced what it was like to live under a totalitarian regime, without freedom 
or democracy, needed to be put in his place. It could also be that he was 
disappointed in Schlesinger, having hoped that his bright, young friend would 
rise above what Ascoli considered the inflexible and dogmatic aspects of 
American liberalism.29 
This falling out between Max Ascoli and Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., 
foreshadowed the much greater estrangement between The Reporter and 
American liberals that was to come in the second half of the 1960s. What had 
been largely an academic discussion in 1956, became a very real divide during 
the era of the Vietnam War, when the question whether domestic or foreign 
affairs should take center stage could no longer be disregarded. The divergences 
that seemed only a matter of emphasis in 1956 became irreconcilable. While 
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many liberals urged the US government to withdraw from Vietnam, Max Ascoli 
continued to stand by his 1956 argument that what was needed was a type of 
liberalism that offered “inspiration to the rest of the world” and “a solution to 
the world’s most acute problems.”30 
The Reporter and Adlai Stevenson 
As the debate about “The Future of Liberalism” illustrates, The Reporter’s role 
within the liberal community changed as the magazine found its own voice. 
Max Ascoli’s position within the intellectual community was also changing. 
During the 1940s Ascoli had been involved with a number of liberal 
organizations.31 Once he started The Reporter, however, Ascoli was no longer a 
benefactor on the sidelines. He had his own platform to express his ideas. As 
Ascoli severed his connections with such liberal organizations as the ADA, The 
Reporter became increasingly independent. As we will see further on in this 
chapter, he also grew increasingly isolated. 
The Reporter’s independence was underscored by its position in the 
1952 and 1956 presidential campaigns. Since The Reporter had been a great 
supporter of President Harry Truman and had come to the defense of the 
Truman administration when it was under attack from McCarthy and his 
cohorts, many of the magazine’s liberal readers assumed that it would support 
the Democratic candidate in the 1952 elections. As we have seen, The Reporter 
initially came out for Eisenhower. This was not, at first, a divergent choice, 
since the ADA had also set its sights on enlisting Eisenhower as the Democratic 
candidate. Whereas the ADA gave up on Eisenhower as soon as he decided to 
run on the Republican ticket, however, The Reporter continued to support him 
until September 1952; three months after Eisenhower received the Republican 
Presidential nomination.32 With less than two months to go till the elections, 
The Reporter switched its support to Adlai Stevenson. Ascoli later reflected that 
he had never for a moment doubted the outcome of the elections. He knew he 
had joined the losing party. “Yet I worked like a dog for weeks and weeks in a 
sort of frantic super-active hopelessness. But I must say that when the expected 
final blow came it hit me as hard as if I had believed in victory.”33 
Ascoli soon realized that The Reporter’s switch to Stevenson had been 
an excellent circulation booster. “Since I switched,” he wrote Stevenson in late 
1952, “I have gotten about 10,000 new subscribers, absolutely free of charge. 
As you probably know, any publication can consider itself lucky when it gets 
back the same amount of money it has spent in promotion. Which means that I 
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have got back, through new subscriptions, what Marion and I had contributed to 
your campaign, and more to boot.”34  
After the election, The Reporter quickly assumed a prominent role in 
the opposition, frequently criticizing the Eisenhower administration’s foreign 
and domestic policy and denouncing the President for his lack of initiative in 
both areas. But despite its endorsement of Stevenson in 1952, and its 
dissatisfaction with Eisenhower’s first term in office, The Reporter was once 
again reluctant to endorse Stevenson in 1956. To most liberals this hesitation 
seemed preposterous. The New Republic even reproached The Reporter for its 
hesitancy.35 The Reporter certainly appeared to be in full agreement with 
Stevenson on all the major issues. In a December 1955 editorial, Ascoli made it 
clear, however, that he was not yet convinced that Stevenson was worthy of The 
Reporter’s support. Ascoli urged Stevenson to demonstrate that he would give 
top priority to foreign affairs.36 As Martin Doudna has demonstrated, Ascoli’s 
hesitation was partially motivated by his personal acquaintance with 
Stevenson’s indecisiveness. “There were a number of high caliber men I 
became intimate with in wartime Washington and I could make a rather long list 
of those whom I could not possibly think of as a suitable President,” Ascoli 
wrote Doudna in 1971. “Adlai was one of them, and I just about told him so.”37 
                                                     
34 Max and Marion Ascoli donated $10,000 to Stevenson’s campaign. MA to Adlai Stevenson, 
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The Reporter and the Kennedy Administration 
The Reporter was equally reluctant in coming out for John F. Kennedy in the 
1960 presidential elections. In September of that year the magazine declared the 
Democratic candidate “the only choice” for the American presidency, but this 
was by no means a glowing endorsement. In his editorial Max Ascoli expressed 
his faith, not in the candidate himself, but in Kennedy’s “overwhelming number 
of advisers,” whom he managed to ridicule in the same sentence by pointing out 
that they were “ready to provide him with their wisdom on all possible subjects, 
from opposition to tailfins to the necessity of aligning our country with the 
Afro-Asian bloc, thus letting the Atlantic Alliance down.” Ascoli made it clear 
that in his opinion Kennedy was not an ideal candidate: “With all respect to him 
[Kennedy] we wish our choice were harder to make. … We have a chance with 
Kennedy, we are sunk with Nixon.”38 
Ascoli’s attitude did not change much once Kennedy had been elected. 
While many of The Reporter’s liberal readers expected the magazine to 
embrace the new liberal administration, Ascoli was skeptical from the start. A 
day before the inauguration The Reporter published an editorial that made it 
quite clear what President Kennedy’s priority should be: “The 20th of this month 
[inauguration day] can be a great day in our nation’s history if in taking the oath 
of office President Kennedy realizes that, together with the Presidency of the 
United States, he is assuming the leadership of the West.”39 
A few weeks later Ascoli strongly criticized Kennedy’s inaugural 
address. “The best thing we can say about President Kennedy’s inauguration,” 
Ascoli noted maliciously, “is that it has taken place.”40 He argued that he had 
been neither impressed nor stirred by Kennedy’s inaugural. Ascoli proceeded to 
take the speech apart on its stylistic merits. The Reporter’s readers complained 
that Ascoli’s criticism was petty. As a reader from Sunnyvale, California, noted: 
“These are times of peril and you are worried about the president’s similes, his 
grammar, and his oratory.”41 Ascoli’s comments do seem a bit out of place. This 
was, after all, an inaugural that was widely praised for its rhetoric and included 
the now famous line “ask not what your country can do for you – ask what you 
can do for your country.” It should be noted, however, that his critique focused 
on a particular section of the speech that dealt with the United Nations. Ascoli 
made it clear that he did not agree with Kennedy’s conviction that the UN’s 
authority should be enlarged. This particular criticism foreshadowed the 
differences of opinion between The Reporter and the Kennedy administration 
that were to come during the years that followed. 
Douglass Cater attempted to mend the relations between Ascoli and the 
Kennedy White House by arranging for Ascoli to meet with Kennedy.  A week 
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or so after the inaugural Cater and Ascoli arrived at the White House to have 
lunch with Kennedy. Cater later recounted this disastrous meeting as follows: 
The President arrived, greeted us cordially, and ushered us into the 
small dining-room on the first floor. Once seated, he turned 
directly to Max and said in a tone of mild amusement: “You didn’t 
like my Inaugural.” … Max, though visibly disconcerted, was 
masterful in responding to this challenge from the nation’s new 
Chief Executive. His reply was to the effect: “Mr. President, I 
come from Italy where rhetoric has been the curse of politics. I am 
perhaps overly allergic to rhetoric.” It was Kennedy’s turn to be 
disconcerted, but he, too, was up to the occasion: “By your 
standards, how would you judge Lincoln’s Gettysburg Address?” 
Max could have simply observed that there were exceptions to 
prove any rule. But no, he stuck valiantly to the ideal he had set for 
himself. “I have never liked that either”, he replied stoically. “All 
those words about ‘Government of the people, by the people, for 
the people.’ What do they really mean?”42 
Ascoli himself reflected in 1971 that he “got through it all at the expense of 
Lincoln, one of the few American Presidents whom I have adored well before 
coming to this country.”43 
Kennedy’s youth and inexperience made Ascoli somewhat uneasy. He 
felt that Kennedy depended too heavily on his father’s connections and political 
clout and feared that the new president would lean too much on his advisers. 
Ascoli once referred to the – at that time – presidential candidate as “a talking 
Univac.”44 In January 1960 Kennedy had come to visit Ascoli at The Reporter 
to seek the magazine’s support for his candidacy. According to Ascoli most of 
the questions he asked Kennedy seemed to “hit a button, promptly followed by 
a recorded message, accompanied by a staggering amount of detail. Once or 
twice, I tried to figure out a question to which the answer might not have been 
recorded, and I had the feeling of something like a whirr. Then, there was a 
steely look in his eyes.”45 After his lunch at the White House, Ascoli’s 
impression of Kennedy had not improved: “At times I had the feeling that I was 
a professor, talking to an arrogant and not too well prepared graduate student,” 
he later reflected.46 
During the years that followed The Reporter’s relationship with the 
Kennedy administration remained troubled. On the one hand the magazine was 
closer to Washington’s policy-making elite than ever. There were many 
Reporter subscribers and contributors in the White House. The list included 
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Robert McNamara, Dean Rusk, Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., McGeorge Bundy, as 
well as President Kennedy himself, who when he was still a senator, contributed 
an article on the Eisenhower administration.47 On the other hand Ascoli 
continued to value, above all else, The Reporter’s independence. “Our 
usefulness to the administration,” he stated shortly before Kennedy’s 
inauguration, “is in direct relation to our independence of it.”48 It seems that The 
Reporter was even more critical now that there was a liberal administration in 
the White House. Ascoli, who was well aware that the Kennedy administration 
was exactly the liberal government Schlesinger, Jr., had advocated in the 1956 
debate about “The Future of Liberalism,” was extremely skeptical, especially 
when it came to the administration’s views on foreign affairs. In May 1961 
Ascoli wrote Claire Sterling that there was no doubt in his mind “that this 
administration is really a liberal one: that kind of mushy, verbose, narrow-
minded, and somehow cynical liberalism that made me establish The 
Reporter.”49 Ascoli proceeded to applaud Kennedy whenever he took a firm 
stand on foreign affairs and fearlessly faced the Soviets, as he did at the time of 
the Cuban Missile crisis. Yet whenever Ascoli got the impression that 
Kennedy’s resolve was failing, he would deluge him with fierce criticism. 
The Reporter’s critical attitude was not appreciated by its friends in the 
administration. In March 1963 Max Ascoli and McGeorge Bundy, President 
Kennedy’s special assistant for national security affairs, had a heated exchange 
about The Reporter’s critical opposition. In reaction to a particularly critical 
editorial in which Ascoli had criticized the Kennedy administration’s stance on 
Berlin, McGeorge Bundy wrote that “along with many of your other friends we 
have reluctantly reached the conclusion that you are indeed against the 
administration.”50 Ascoli retorted: “Political criticism is my job. If you want to 
call it critical opposition, go ahead, for I cannot conceive of a criticism in which 
there is no trace of opposition, or of an opposition that is not critical.”51 At this 
Bundy backed down somewhat and the exchange ended amicably with Ascoli 
writing – half-jokingly: “I am always glad to have a chat with you, Mac, either 
verbal or epistolary. In fact, whenever people accuse me of being antagonistic to 
the administration, I answer that some of the leading New Frontiersmen are 
among my best friends – and I always think of you first.”52 
In 1956 the divergence between Ascoli and Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., had 
seemed merely a matter of emphasis to most liberals. The differences of opinion 
between The Reporter and the Kennedy administration were much more 
difficult to ignore. Many Reporter readers simply could not understand why the 
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magazine did not support this administration which was trying not only to 
implement liberal reforms at home, but a liberal foreign policy as well. It was 
this liberal foreign policy with which The Reporter disagreed. 
This “Red-or-Dead” Nonsense 
Throughout The Reporter’s existence, there had always been readers who took 
offence at certain articles or editorials and there had even been the occasional 
cancellation on account of the magazine’s editorial policy. In the fall of 1961, 
however, the publication of a series of editorials on the Berlin Wall provoked an 
unprecedented outburst of indignation.53 
As we have seen in Chapter 8 (Shaping Cold War Mentality), The 
Reporter’s conviction that peaceful coexistence gave the Soviets the upper hand 
led the magazine to take a firm stand on Berlin. In his editorial “The Wall” 
Ascoli argued that the United States needed to draw the line at Berlin.54 A few 
weeks later Ascoli openly denounced the Kennedy administration’s lack of 
resolve which, in his opinion, had given Khrushchev the leeway to take such 
drastic measures in Berlin. He subsequently urged US policymakers to fight 
“Communist aggression with the means of warfare at our disposal.” Fear of 
nuclear war, he asserted, should not deter US policymakers from challenging 
Communist aggression: “It is not a matter of means but of will. The means are 
here and they can inflict a horrendous punishment on the enemy, but the enemy 
may have come to believe that we lack the will to risk using the means we 
have.” Ascoli argued that although the United States could not afford to use 
nuclear weapons, it had many other means of warfare at its disposal.55 
This particular editorial – titled “This ‘Red-or-Dead’ Nonsense” – 
unleashed a torrent of angry letters from Reporter readers, many of whom felt 
that Ascoli’s firm stance on Berlin offered no alternative to escalation and 
nuclear war. “It is time,” one such reader argued, “for you and other pseudo-
liberals to stop talking nonsense about war. You know that any war decisive to 
the future of the United States or Russia will be fought to the extinction of 
mankind with the most advanced weapons available.”56 Many readers objected 
to what they perceived as a hardening of the editorial line and a distorted black-
and-white portrayal of the situation. One reader noted that his disillusionment 
resulted, at least in part, from Ascoli’s “increasing tendency to oversimplify, to 
substitute clichés for meaningful concepts, to reduce to antitheses (e.g. freedom-
slavery), and in a variety of other ways to offend the intelligence and 
sensibilities of your readers who after all are, or at least used be by your own 
contention, a fairly select group.”57 Many of The Reporter’s readers perceived 
                                                     
53 The editorials were: “The Wall” (September 14, 1961), “This ‘Red-or-Dead’ Nonsense” 
(October 12, 1961), and “The Case of Walter Lippmann” (November 9, 1961). 
54 MA, “The Wall,” The Reporter 25, no. 4 (September 14, 1961), 22. 
55 MA, “This ‘Red-or-Dead’ Nonsense,” The Reporter 25, no. 6 (October 12, 1961), 26. 
56 Maurice F. Englander to MA, letter to the editor, 12 October 1961, box 154, folder 4, MAC. 
57 Richard Lowenberg, letter to the editor, 17 November 1961, box 154, folder 4, MAC. Another 
reader noted: “The editorial ‘The Wall,’ followed by ‘The Case of Walter Lippmann’ make me 
Part III – The Reporter – A Cold War Magazine 
 
414 
Ascoli’s firm stance on Berlin as a shift to the right. Ascoli himself, however, 
saw it as a logical consequence of his long-term views on the nature of 
international Communism. Throughout The Reporter’s existence Ascoli had 
consistently denounced negotiations with the Soviets. He now argued that by 
the very act of building the Berlin Wall, the Soviets had left the United States 
with nothing to negotiate about.58 Clearly, the worldview Ascoli’s editorials 
represented was no longer in line with that of many of the magazine’s readers. 
The Reporter’s Cold War stance and accompanying rhetoric became more 
explicit at the same time that many of its readers drew the conclusion that 
enough was enough. 
Ascoli’s fierce rhetoric was primarily a sign of his frustration with the 
Kennedy administration. Ascoli was growing disillusioned with Kennedy’s lack 
of decisiveness. He felt that Kennedy was young and inexperienced, especially 
compared to the two most powerful European leaders of that time, Konrad 
Adenauer and Charles de Gaulle, whom Ascoli greatly admired. The divergence 
between Ascoli and Kennedy and his advisers was due to a difference in 
background, experience, and mind-set. As Roger Morgan has pointed out, 
Kennedy and his advisers represented a new generation. They entered the White 
House “restless … not only to regenerate American society but also to explore 
new ways of overcoming the stagnation and deadlock of the Cold War.”59 In the 
case of the Berlin Wall they viewed negotiation as “a logical and necessary way 
to ‘defuse’ the situation.”60 As Bernard J. Firestone has pointed out, Kennedy 
approached the Soviet threat from a strategic rather than an ideological 
perspective. Although he viewed the Soviets as “expansionistic and 
opportunistic,” he was convinced that the superpowers’ shared interests made 
negotiations possible.61 As we have seen in previous chapters, Ascoli’s 
interpretation of the threat posed by international Communism was primarily 
ideological. To him Communism was morally reprehensible. As a result, his 
interpretation of the Berlin crisis was very different from Kennedy’s. 
Whereas his editorial “The Wall” was aimed primarily at American 
policymakers, Ascoli’s subsequent editorials – “This ‘Red-or-Dead’ Nonsense” 
and “The Case of Walter Lippmann” – were also aimed more in general at those 
liberals whose calls for negotiation were, in Ascoli’s opinion, encouraging the 
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Soviets. Many of The Reporter’s liberal readers were distressed by Ascoli’s 
personal attacks on Bertrand Russell, the British philosopher who was an 
influential critic of nuclear weapons, and on Walter Lippmann, the 
distinguished liberal commentator. 
Russell’s position was so completely incompatible with Ascoli’s that 
this attack should not have come as a surprise. The Reporter had, in fact, 
denounced Russell’s views as early as 1958, when Russell declared in a debate 
in The New Leader that he would prefer Communist domination to nuclear 
extinction. Apparently many readers had missed this short piece in “The 
Reporter’s Notes.”62 In his 1961 editorial Ascoli restated his argument that 
Russell’s advocacy of peaceful coexistence and negotiation played into the 
hands of the Soviet Union. He pointed out that although there were not that 
many Americans who actually supported Russell’s “better-red-than-dead” 
position, the conviction that nothing could be done about the situation was 
widespread among Americans. This, Ascoli pointed out, was exactly what 
Khrushchev had been hoping for all along. Ascoli repeated what he had said 
many times before: Khrushchev was convinced that the future belonged to 
Communism. To achieve his goal of world domination all he had to do was wait 
patiently for the United States to cease its resistance. Negotiating with the 
Soviets at this point, Ascoli argued, would mean doing just that. 
Whereas the urgency of the situation led Ascoli to entrench himself and 
reassert his position, it led many of his readers to reconsider their position. “It is 
alarming to observe,” one of them wrote, “that many citizens are coming, little 
by little, to accept the idea that we may have to initiate the use of nuclear 
weapons to fulfill our ‘moral commitments.’ There is no ‘moral commitment’ to 
commit such an atrocity.”63 Like Bertrand Russell, many of The Reporter’s 
readers believed that there was simply too much at stake to even risk escalation. 
Ascoli’s position and the reactions of his readers clearly foreshadowed the 
debate over Vietnam that would tear the liberal community apart a few years 
later. 
Ascoli’s attack on Walter Lippmann caused even more commotion 
among The Reporter’s readers. Ascoli’s editorial “The Case of Walter 
Lippmann” was a reaction to Lippmann’s recent comments on negotiation with 
the Soviets, in particular a statement Lippmann made in a television interview: 
“I don’t think old men ought to promote wars for young men to fight.” Ascoli 
denounced Lippmann, like he had Russell, for suggesting that negotiations with 
the Soviets formed “the only alternative to thermonuclear holocaust.”64 Ascoli 
condemned Lippmann and his fellow “negotiation-mongers” for basing their 
line of reasoning on a misconception of the Soviet Union. Lippmann, Ascoli 
argued, saw the Soviet Union as “little more than an unusually bothersome 
competitor in the old balance-of-powers game.” Once again, however, many 
readers disagreed. “You confuse negotiation with surrender,” one reader aptly 
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pointed out.65 Others argued that Ascoli’s complete condemnation of 
negotiation left no alternative for nuclear war. “The chauvinistic callousness 
with which you apparently weigh the future of the human race shocks me 
deeply,” one of them wrote.66 
Among The Reporter’s readers were a great many admirers of 
Lippmann who were appalled by the vehemence and personal tone of Ascoli’s 
attack. In his editorial Ascoli expressed the conviction that “the reasoning of a 
public thinker should be determined by the alertness of his conscience and by 
the vigor of his mind,” clearly suggesting that he doubted Lippmann’s 
performance on both counts. The fact that Ascoli and Lippmann were close 
personal friends made the attack all the more painful. They met occasionally 
and corresponded frequently throughout the 1940s and 1950s. In 1955 Ascoli, 
who had long admired Lippmann, wrote him the following note: “If you read 
my editorial, you will realize, I think, how much the two of us are on the same 
beam. This has been happening more and more lately: about Geneva, for 
instance, on the Eisenhower Philadelphia speech, and before then on the 
Quemoy-Matsu mess, etc. I feel that I am on the right track when my mind runs 
on lines parallel to yours.”67 The growing divergence of Ascoli’s and 
Lippmann’s views foreshadowed their fundamental disagreement over the 
Vietnam War. The personal tone of his attack on Walter Lippmann presaged 
Ascoli’s attitude toward criticasters of the Vietnam War during The Reporter’s 
final years. 
In response to this cluster of editorials on the Berlin Wall The Reporter 
received many letters to the editor in which Ascoli was called a conservative, a 
warmonger, and a reactionary. Somewhat overwhelmed by this outpouring of 
dissent, Ascoli decided to address his readers directly and challenge the 
perception that he had changed his position. In his message – titled “Somewhat 
Personal” – Ascoli wrote that he was puzzled by the accusation that he had 
changed. He argued that his ideas about Berlin, the Soviets, and negotiations 
were the same as they had been since 1958. “As long as these were general 
ideas,” he noted, “nobody seemed to mind. When events made them relevant to 
a tragic reality, I was told that I had moved to the right of my former 
position.”68 
Turn to the Right 
A close examination of The Reporter’s editorial stance reveals that what many 
of its readers perceived as a shift to the right was first and foremost a 
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consolidation of the magazine’s Cold War stance. Ascoli’s position on the 
Berlin Wall formed the logical outcome of a fierce anti-totalitarianism 
consistent since the 1930s. Until the Berlin crisis, however, the debate about 
peaceful coexistence, limited warfare, and the comparative benefits of 
containment versus roll-back had been primarily academic. While the imminent 
threat posed by the situation in Berlin led many liberals to reconsider their 
position, The Reporter saw its convictions confirmed. The Reporter’s firm 
stance was particularly conspicuous because it occurred at a time when many 
liberals were re-examining their point of view. 
This consolidation of The Reporter’s Cold War stance was 
accompanied by a notable shift in emphasis in the magazine’s coverage. During 
the early 1960s the departure of a number of key staff members who had made 
important contributions to The Reporter’s domestic coverage led to an increased 
emphasis on foreign affairs. The Reporter had always devoted a great deal of its 
coverage to international affairs. During the 1950s, however, the magazine’s 
coverage was usually equally divided between domestic and foreign affairs. 
From 1961 on, The Reporter’s coverage of foreign affairs consistently 
surpassed its domestic coverage. Due in part to the departure of a number of 
prominent staff members and frequent contributors and in part to the 
increasingly volatile context of the Cold War, The Reporter’s foreign 
correspondents – George Bailey, Edmond Taylor, Claire Sterling, and Denis 
Warner – became the magazine’s new stars.69 Not only were their articles 
featured more prominently, they were also increasingly called upon to 
substantiate the editorial line presented in Max Ascoli’s editorials.70 
Consequently, Ascoli’s views, which had thus far been confined primarily to his 
editorials, began to permeate the magazine to a much greater extent. Many 
readers read The Reporter primarily for its in-depth coverage, its investigative 
reporting, and its lively “Views & Reviews” section, but did not necessarily 
agree with Ascoli’s views as expressed in his editorials. 
Although the more explicit editorial line, combined with the vehemence 
of Ascoli’s rhetoric and the increased emphasis on foreign affairs did not, 
strictly speaking, comprise a shift to the right, many of these readers did 
perceive it as such. As a result, many of them cancelled their subscriptions or 
lost some of their regard for The Reporter. All in all, the magazine received 125 
protests and denunciations in reaction to “This ‘Red-or-Dead’ Nonsense,” “The 
Case of Walter Lippmann,” and “Somewhat Personal.” Twenty-four readers 
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cancelled their subscriptions and ten decided not to renew them.71 Although 
many readers continued to subscribe because they valued the magazine’s 
domestic coverage, these tumultuous weeks in the fall of 1961 gave the initial 
impetus to a growing divergence between The Reporter and its readers. As one 
reader put it: “As usual I appreciated the reporting in depth of the timely articles 
in the Reporter. As usual, the editorial page was not up to the general level of 
the magazine.”72 Another reader observed: “The Reporter is still a good 
magazine, but it’s often in spite of the editorials.”73 
Changing Perspective on International Cooperation 
Readers complaining about The Reporter’s editorial stance not only pointed to 
the magazine’s firm stance on Berlin, but also to its views on international 
cooperation. As we have seen in earlier chapters, Max Ascoli’s conviction that 
international cooperation formed the key to preventing another World War lay 
at the foundation of The Reporter. Throughout the 1950s The Reporter reflected 
Ascoli’s firm belief that the interlocking alliances of the United Nations, the 
Atlantic Alliance, and a united Europe fulfilled an important function in 
safeguarding international peace and security. 
During the 1940s Ascoli participated in discussions about European 
integration. In 1941, for example, he participated in a debate on “The Duty of 
the Émigré” published by The Nation. Here he explained that he saw it as his 
duty to provide Americans with accurate information about Europe: “The best 
way of informing and influencing American public opinion is by showing the 
American people that Europe is not an eternal, hopeless mess and that a new 
order can be envisaged and prepared for Europe by men who have found new 
homes in the United States. Those of the exiles who have already become 
American citizens can best prove their loyalty to American democracy by 
working for a new, united, and democratic Europe.”74 
Ascoli played a similar role in shaping American perceptions of the 
United Nations. During the war he was one of the intellectuals surrounding Free 
World magazine, which was devoted to promoting the creation of “permanent 
world organization.”75 In 1945 he was present at the United Nation’s founding 
assembly and subsequently participated in the efforts to publish the monthly 
magazine United Nations World. Ascoli frequently participated in discussions 
about the goals and limitations of the United Nations. In 1946, for example, he 
participated in a roundtable debate on the future of the fledgling United Nations 
in light of the emerging stand-off between the United States and the Soviet 
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Union, published in Free World. In this discussion Ascoli made it clear that he 
believed the United Nations should facilitate international cooperation between 
sovereign nations and that it should not operate as a world government.76 
Clearly, Ascoli’s ideas about the United Nations and European 
integration played a decisive role in his decision to found The Reporter. From 
the start he envisioned the magazine as a platform for the promotion of 
international cooperation and the formation of a united Europe. 
European Integration 
The attempts at European integration featured prominently in The Reporter’s 
pages from the very first. Throughout the 1950s the magazine advocated 
increased European economic, military, and political cooperation, while 
emphasizing that there were many obstacles that needed to be overcome. US 
backing for European integration was important, but would only be effective if 
Americans were sensitive to the fact that each of the prospective member 
countries had its own reservations regarding integration. Too much pressure, 
The Reporter argued, was likely to alienate America’s European allies.77 This 
insistence was, to a large extent, inspired by Max Ascoli’s international 
background. He acknowledged the need for an independent Europe and 
frequently asserted that unlike the Soviet Union the United States was not 
interested in acquiring satellites or spheres of influence. The United States 
intervened in the affairs of European nations “to help them become independent 
of us in the shortest possible time.”78 The Reporter repeatedly urged Americans 
not to be unnerved by the European inclination toward independence and 
neutrality which underlay the idea of European unity. The ultimate goal of 
European unification was an independent Europe. As Louis Duval argued in a 
1951 article, the difference between the United States and the Soviet Union 
could not be demonstrated more clearly than by showing the world that the 
United States wanted a united Europe that was “a powerful, new political unit 
with which we can talk on equal terms, one strong enough to tell us when, in its 
opinion, we are making a mistake.’”79 Ultimately, Ascoli asserted in 1956, the 
purpose of a united Europe should be “the containment of the Soviet Union and 
the United States in order to deal as an equal with both.”80  
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When in 1961 The Reporter denounced the Kennedy administration’s 
efforts to speed up European integration by urging the British to join the 
European Economic Community (EEC), The Reporter had not, strictly 
speaking, changed its stance.81 The magazine had been warning American 
officials to refrain from putting too much pressure on the British to join the 
European experiment ever since 1949.82 In the eyes of many of its readers, 
however, The Reporter and the Kennedy administration were working towards 
the same goal: European integration. When The Reporter subsequently sided 
with French President Charles de Gaulle, who proposed a confederate European 
Union with limited supranational authority, these readers were at a complete 
loss. De Gaulle opposed British participation in the EEC and disapproved of the 
emphatic American involvement in European integration. While most of the 
American press attacked De Gaulle, whose ideas seemed to threaten not only 
European unification, but also the Atlantic community, The Reporter came to 
De Gaulle’s defense. The magazine even continued to support De Gaulle when 
his veto of British participation in the Common Market resulted in a crisis 
within the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and a loss of momentum 
for the European movement. Understandably, the magazine’s liberal readers 
were puzzled by this editorial position and attributed it to a general shift to the 
right in The Reporter’s editorial stance. 
This position was not the result of a shift to the right, however, but of a 
fundamental divergence between The Reporter and the Atlanticists in the State 
Department, who emphasized the importance of developing the European 
Common Market in close cooperation with the United States. Under Secretary 
of State George Ball, the primary spokesman on European affairs in the 
Kennedy administration, was convinced that continued domestic prosperity 
depended on close economic cooperation between an integrated Europe and the 
United States. Ball warned President Kennedy that “Americans should not sit 
back … and be passive witnesses to the development of a ‘closed, autarchic, 
incestuous, continental system.’”83 He was the mastermind behind President 
Kennedy’s proposal for an Atlantic partnership between Europe and the United 
States. The increased American initiative the “Ball Plan” called for resulted in a 
lobbying effort on behalf of British entry into the Common Market, and in a 
rethinking of American trade policy which, in September 1962, resulted in the 
passage of the Trade Expansion Act.84 
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The Reporter, on the other hand, argued that Europe needed to be an 
independent third force, just as De Gaulle envisioned. In his article “De 
Gaulle’s Design for Europe” Edmond Taylor argued, somewhat naively 
perhaps, that De Gaulle’s ideas did not stem from self-aggrandizement or 
realpolitik, but from genuine concern about “what he considers the errors or the 
inequities of American leadership.”85 Although the “Ball Plan” called for 
“equality and mutual respect between the United States and the Western 
European community as a whole,” Taylor suspected that the United States 
would be “more equal than others.”86 
The Reporter preferred an equal partnership within the Atlantic Alliance 
to the concept of an Atlantic partnership, which in addition to economic 
cooperation also envisaged a multilateral nuclear force. De Gaulle’s concern 
about the British, Taylor argued in February 1963, was based primarily on the 
Anglo-American Nassau summit in December 1962, where President Kennedy 
and British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan reached an agreement on a 
multilateral NATO nuclear force. De Gaulle – who in 1960 had demonstrated 
France’s independence on the nuclear front by exploding the country’s first 
atomic bomb – believed that this initiative would make Great Britain far too 
dependent on the United States for its nuclear deterrent. De Gaulle made it clear 
that he would cooperate with the United States on his own terms. He wanted 
France to be a nuclear power in its own right.87 Although Taylor recognized that 
De Gaulle was a difficult and stubborn man, he also denounced the Kennedy 
administration for its “failure, both now and on numerous occasions in the past, 
to practice effectively ‘the arts of consultation and negotiation’ in dealing with 
our European allies – or even to bother with them at all.”88 
Since The Reporter’s initial defense of De Gaulle converged with its 
firm stance on the Berlin Wall and its denunciation of all those who proposed 
negotiation with the Soviet Union as a viable option, it was perceived by the 
magazine’s critics, and by many of its readers as well, as part of a shift to the 
right. It can be argued that the magazine’s support of De Gaulle was, at least in 
part, consistent with its earlier advocacy of an independent Europe. This was 
not the first time The Reporter had stood by the French. In 1954, when French 
reservations about German rearmament led to the repudiation of the European 
Defense Community (EDC), The Reporter had taken a similar stance, arguing 
that the United States were partly to blame for this failure because they had 
pressured the European nations into including Germany.89 It should also be 
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noted, however, that the French president’s actions – which were, to a large 
extent, motivated by realpolitik – certainly did not reflect the idealism about 
European and transatlantic cooperation that had characterized The Reporter 
during its early years. 
The magazine’s defense of De Gaulle can be explained, at least in part, 
by Max Ascoli’s high regard for the French president. Ascoli greatly admired 
his “superb intelligence and will power,” qualities which he felt President 
Kennedy lacked. As the 1960s progressed Charles de Gaulle became one of 
Ascoli’s heroes.90 “He is, to be sure, an uncomfortable, stubborn, self-centered 
man, sometimes incredibly wrong,” Ascoli noted in early 1963, “yet there is no 
greater man among statesmen alive today, or one who cares more deeply for the 
ideals we believe in.”91 As the composition of The Reporter’s staff changed, 
Ascoli came to increasingly view the magazine as a platform for his worldview 
and his personal opinions featured more prominently than ever. 
The United States and the United Nations 
The Reporter had been an early and vocal proponent of the United Nations. The 
advent of the Cold War, however, thwarted the vision of an organization that 
would bring together all of the nations of the world to prevent new conflicts 
from breaking out. Though well-aware of the insurmountable deadlock that 
characterized the international organization after the rise of the Cold War, the 
magazine remained hopeful about the United Nations’ potential until the late 
1950s. At that time a number of newly decolonized neutral nations joined the 
United Nations and began to form a third bloc, effectively bringing the 
organization to a standstill. At the same time the organization was becoming 
more and more bureaucratic, which also decreased its effectiveness. As a result 
of these developments, The Reporter’s ideas about the United Nations shifted. 
The magazine increasingly emphasized American national sovereignty, arguing 
that American foreign policy should be formulated by the American president, 
not by the United Nations. 
In the aftermath of the 1956 Suez crisis Max Ascoli reproached the 
Eisenhower administration for passing on responsibility to the United Nations 
and leaving it up to UN Secretary General Dag Hammarskjöld to intervene in 
the Middle East. Ascoli made it clear that he saw the United Nations primarily 
as a platform for discussion and negotiation. He believed that the individual 
nations should retain the power and the obligation to execute whatever 
decisions had been negotiated.92 From 1957 on, The Reporter increasingly 
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emphasized that the United Nations should not serve as a world government 
with executive power. “It is not by its nature a supergovernment,” wrote Max 
Ascoli in 1960, “and it can only be harmed by being considered a world 
government in the making. It is a union of governments, and it can act only 
through the governments.”93 
By the early 1960s, power relations within the UN’s General Assembly 
had shifted dramatically. Seventeen newly independent states joined the United 
Nations in September 1960, forming a sizeable neutral contingent. Many of the 
representatives of neutral nations in the General Assembly did not represent 
democratically elected governments and Ascoli was incensed at the fact that 
these nations – which were not only ruled undemocratically, but were also very 
suspicious of the West and sharply critical of UN policies in Africa – were 
given UN assistance, as well as the same number of votes as the United States. 
He was no longer convinced that the United Nations formed a platform that 
would help the United States bring freedom and democracy to the nations of the 
world. Ascoli continued to warn against the dangerous habit of relying too 
heavily on the United Nations, which had not changed with the arrival of the 
Kennedy administration. Once again, Ascoli called for the United States to bind 
together its alliances and start behaving like the leader of a coalition, dealing 
with problems among the nations of that coalition – the United States and its 
European allies were deeply divided over the UN intervention in Europe’s 
former colonies – before they reached the United Nations. “The western 
community and not the U.N.,” Ascoli wrote, “must be the center and the 
principal forum of our national policy. There is nothing better we can do to save 
ourselves – and the United Nations.”94 
When the General Assembly elected a representative of one of the 
neutral nations – U Thant of Burma – as the UN’s new Secretary General in 
1962, Max Ascoli was not pleased and during the years that followed The 
Reporter became increasingly critical of the organization. The Reporter’s view 
of the United Nations’ future was no longer optimistic. Under U Thant, the 
United Nations split into three power blocs, with no desire or ability to act as an 
entity with common objectives. In the pages of The Reporter the United Nations 
was now consistently presented as an organization characterized by impotence. 
In a 1966 article Philippe Ben – UN correspondent for Le Monde – summed up 
the proper Western attitude toward the UN as follows: “We should not expect 
too much from it, nor let it bear burdens too heavy for it. We should not even 
allow ourselves to exaggerate its potentialities, its accomplishments, or its 
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merits.”95 Ascoli himself was losing patience with the neutral nations, and 
especially with U Thant. While Dag Hammarskjöld, who had also been a 
representative of a neutral nation, had always belonged more to the Western 
than to the Communist camp, U Thant was, in Ascoli’s opinion, pro-Communist 
and anti-American in his policies. In general, during the later years of The 
Reporter’s existence, Ascoli’s editorials grew more and more embittered in 
tone, and often turned into fierce personal attacks on those who no longer 
agreed with his view of the world. U Thant’s policies formed the topic of a 
number of vicious editorials. Ascoli was especially disenchanted with the way 
he handled the Vietnam War. In October 1966 Ascoli wrote: “The man … 
respects the changes in political structures that Communist violence has 
ruthlessly brought about, but hates the efforts, no matter how unselfish, that a 
country like ours is making to prevent or stop the Communist ‘wars of 
liberation.’… He did not disappoint Khrushchev, for he proved to be a one-man 
troika.”96 
A New Editorial Adviser 
The increased forcefulness of Ascoli’s assertions also coincided with the ascent 
of a new and influential editorial adviser: Henry Kissinger. Ascoli first met 
Kissinger in 1957, when The Reporter published a review of the book that 
gained Kissinger national attention: Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy. The 
book was a reflection of the discussions in a special study group on the 
relationship between nuclear weapons and national security, sponsored by the 
Council on Foreign Relations. In his review for The Reporter Paul Nitze, who 
was himself a prominent member of the Council’s study group, argued that 
Kissinger’s portrayal of the discussions that had taken place was inaccurate. He 
also asserted that in his argument that the United States should not hesitate to 
use nuclear weapons in fighting a limited war with Soviet Russia, Kissinger had 
underestimated the destructive power of the larger tactical nuclear weapons.97 
Kissinger, who had been sent an advance copy of the review, responded by 
threatening to sue The Reporter for libel if the magazine went ahead and 
published the review.98 Although Ascoli was critical of Kissinger’s book, he felt 
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that the review, which had been solicited by Philip Horton while he was abroad, 
was too severe. Due to miscommunication, however, the review was printed 
without the revisions Ascoli had suggested.99 When Kissinger sent Ascoli a long 
letter, denouncing The Reporter for publishing such an unfair attack, Ascoli 
suggested that they have a drink to discuss the matter.100 By the end of this 
meeting, the two were on a first-name basis. 
After that first meeting, Kissinger wrote Ascoli a note saying how much 
he had appreciated their talk and especially Ascoli’s comments about limited 
warfare which he said he would incorporate in his presentation at the next 
meeting of the Bilderberg group.101 Ascoli was very susceptible to such praise 
and despite his previous reservations about Kissinger’s work the two quickly 
became close friends. During the years that followed The Reporter would 
become one of the main outlets for Kissinger’s views on current affairs and 
Ascoli would frequently solicit Kissinger’s advice in editorial matters. 
Between 1957 and 1967 Kissinger contributed twelve articles to The 
Reporter, most of them in-depth essays.102 These “conservative critiques of 
American policy,” as Kissinger biographer Walter Isaacson characterized them, 
complemented Ascoli’s editorials on neutralism, peaceful coexistence, limited 
warfare, and the Atlantic Alliance.103 Kissinger’s essays usually featured 
prominently, either accompanying Ascoli’s editorial as part of the front-of-the-
book theme, or presented under the separate heading “A Reporter Essay” or “A 
Special Report.” With its sixteen pages Kissinger’s March 1963 article 
“NATO’s Nuclear Dilemma,” for example, took up half of the magazine’s 
contents. While Kissinger reserved his more theoretical articles for Foreign 
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Affairs – the other major outlet for his views on current affairs – The Reporter 
received his more contemplative and contentious articles.104 Kissinger’s essays 
were clearly intended as opinion pieces. 
Members of The Reporter’s staff recall that the treatment Kissinger 
received was unlike that of any other contributor. Managing editor Donald 
Allan notes that Max Ascoli told him to tread carefully when editing 
Kissinger’s pieces. The editors, Allan notes, “realized that Kissinger was a 
person whom Max admired” and that they were expected to “let him have his 
way” and refrain from editing too freely.105 Robert Cowley, who served as 
associate editor in 1965 and 1966, characterized Kissinger’s influence at the 
magazine as follows: 
He was a grumpy looking man, always with a heavy overcoat that 
was much too large, always carrying a heavy briefcase. You would 
see him sort of grumping his way down the hall and Don [Donald 
Allan] would go: ‘Dr. Strangelove is here!’ There was nervous 
laughter because you knew Kissinger would go into the office, 
Max’s office, he’d be closeted with him for an hour or more, and 
then he’d leave, and suddenly Betty Parsons or Laura [Tucci, 
secretaries] would come into the area where we all worked and 
say: ‘Donald, Max would like to see you.’ Don would go in, he 
would shamble out about a half-hour later and say: ‘Well, start 
tearing up the magazine.’ Kissinger brought in a piece he had 
written or a piece a friend had written, or two pieces, and these 
pieces would have to go in immediately. So then you would be up 
half the night editing these things and preparing them.106 
Cowley believes that Kissinger had “a great influence on the magazine and 
Max’s vision of what the magazine should be.” Cowley in fact referred to 
Kissinger as Max Ascoli’s “Iago,” the manipulative villain from Shakespeare’s 
Othello.107 
From the late 1950s till the mid-1960s, Kissinger was one of Ascoli’s 
closest personal friends. He was a frequent visitor to Ascoli’s office, and a 
frequent guest in the Ascolis’ Croton-on-Hudson home.108 Although Ascoli was 
twenty-five years Kissinger’s senior, the two shared the same staunchly anti-
Communist worldview and a background of immigration and 
Americanization.109 Ascoli greatly admired Kissinger and the correspondence 
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between the two attests that Kissinger was very adept at handling Ascoli. He 
repeatedly flattered Ascoli by telling him how important their friendship was to 
him and how much he valued Ascoli’s political insights, as well as his editing 
skills. To ensure that his request that Ascoli refrain from editing his articles too 
heavily had the desired effect, Kissinger was quick to add that Ascoli was the 
only editor he had ever allowed to make any changes at all.110 
The Reporter’s readers also noted Kissinger’s increased prominence in 
the magazine’s pages. Some of them linked the increased vehemence of 
Ascoli’s editorial comments on limited warfare to Kissinger’s views on the 
same subject. Protesting Ascoli’s editorials on the Berlin Wall in the fall of 
1961, one reader wrote: “Where I think the real problem lies is that you have 
allowed your editorial policy to become too much influenced by Mr. Henry 
Kissinger.”111 Kissinger and Ascoli clearly shared a similar outlook on such 
issues as peaceful coexistence, negotiation and limited warfare and Berlin was 
an issue which they had no doubt discussed at lunch and dinner during the 
previous years. When Ascoli’s editorial “The Wall” was published Kissinger 
wrote him the following note: “Just a note to congratulate you on your splendid 
editorial in the last issue of The Reporter. Everyone except our government 
knows you are right.”112 
In 1962 Kissinger’s editorial influence would become much more 
tangible. Starting in October 1962, he served as “special consultant to Max 
Ascoli on editorial matters,” a function for which he was paid $433.33 a 
month.113 Kissinger thus took the place of Ascoli’s liberal friends who had 
served as his advisers during The Reporter’s early years and with whom Ascoli 
was now increasingly losing touch. It is important to note that the explicit intent 
of Kissinger’s role as adviser, combined with his prominently featured articles, 
was to make it impossible for The Reporter’s readers to evade his ideas and 
opinions, which would be omnipresent.114 As part of this arrangement, 
Kissinger commented on specific articles and manuscripts. In 1962 and 1963, 
for example, Kissinger wrote lengthy memorandums commenting on the weak 
spots and possible improvements of a number of articles by Meg Greenfield. 
The fact that these articles dealt with such significant subjects as the peace 
movement and the test ban treaty illustrates the extent of Kissinger’s 
influence.115 Like Kissinger’s, Greenfield’s articles were often published as 
accompaniments to Max Ascoli’s editorials. The most important aspect of 
Kissinger’s role as Ascoli’s editorial consultant, however, was their weekly 
                                                     
110 Henry Kissinger to MA, TLS, 29 December 1958, box 179, folder 1, MAC; Henry Kissinger 
to MA, TLS, 17 December 1959, box 179, folder 1, MAC; Henry Kissinger to MA, TLS, 24 
August 1964, box 179, folder 1, MAC. 
111 Anne Parsons to MA, letter to the editor, 8 October 1961, box 154, folder 4, MAC. 
112 Henry Kissinger to MA, TLS, 15 September 1961, box 179, folder 1, MAC. 
113 Tony Lanza to John J. Borghi, memorandum (cc), 15 December 1962, box 179, folder 1, 
MAC. Kissinger’s services were retained by The Reporter for one day a week at $100 a day. 
114 Henry Kissinger to MA, TLS, 16 May 1962, box 179, folder 1, MAC. 
115 Henry Kissinger, “Notes on Peace Article,” memorandum, 9 October 1962, box 84, folder 7, 
MAC; Henry Kissinger to MA, TLS, 27 February 1963, box 179, folder 1, MAC. 
Part III – The Reporter – A Cold War Magazine 
 
428 
telephone conversations. Kissinger called Ascoli every Sunday evening to 
discuss current events and manuscripts for The Reporter and to provide editorial 
advice. Kissinger thus served as a sounding board for Ascoli’s ideas.116 
From the late 1950s till the mid-1960s Kissinger thus exerted 
considerable influence on The Reporter’s editorial line. Although Ascoli’s firm 
stance on Berlin, and later Vietnam, was in line with his earlier views on the 
nature of totalitarianism, the increased urgency that characterized Ascoli’s 
editorials during these crucial years was certainly encouraged by Kissinger. In 
addition, it seems that Kissinger’s role as Ascoli’s key adviser prevented Ascoli 
from accepting advice from others, including his staff. As a result, The Reporter 
lost some of its diversity and flexibility, focusing more and more on the 
successive Cold War conflicts: Berlin, Cuba, and finally, the Vietnam War. As 
the 1960s progressed and Vietnam became the primary focus of its coverage, 
The Reporter would increasingly lose touch with its liberal readers. 
The Reporter and the Vietnam War 
It was The Reporter’s stance on Vietnam and its undiminished support for the 
Johnson administration that would ultimately lead to a definitive break between 
the magazine and the liberal community. It was not until 1965, however, that 
the divergence between The Reporter and these liberal intellectuals became 
fully apparent. To trace this increasing divergence it is helpful to place The 
Reporter in the intellectual context sketched by Robert R. Tomes in his study of 
the intellectual response to the conflict in Vietnam.117 As Tomes has 
demonstrated, the Vietnam War forced American intellectuals to reevaluate not 
only their convictions about international Communism, but also their profound 
belief in American moral exceptionalism. The Vietnam War effectively ended 
the idealism, optimism, and confidence that characterized the liberal consensus 
of the 1950s and early 1960s, thus initiating the unraveling of American 
liberalism and the concurrent rise of neoconservatism.118 In his study Tomes 
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distinguished five distinct phases: The period from 1954 until 1963, a time of 
“consensus and commitment”; the period following the assassination of South 
Vietnamese President Ngo Dinh Diem in November 1963 to the start of 
“Operation Rolling Thunder,” the American bombing of North Vietnam, in 
February 1965; the period from Rolling Thunder in February 1965 to the Tet 
Offensive in January 1968; “the collapse of the liberal consensus” in 1968; and 
“the twilight of liberalism” from 1969 until 1975.119 
American Involvement in Vietnam, 1950-1965 
The United States had been involved in the French colonial war, providing 
financial aid and military equipment, since the ascent of Communist China in 
1949. After the French defeat at Dien Bien Phu in 1954 the United States 
provided diplomatic, economic, and military assistance to establish the Diem 
regime in South Vietnam. As we have seen in Chapter 8 (Shaping Cold War 
Mentality), The Reporter had called for increased American involvement in 
Vietnam even before the departure of the French. The Reporter thus fits 
perfectly the characteristics of the group of intellectuals whom Tomes dubbed 
the “liberal supporters.” These supporters of government policy were convinced 
that international Communism was a monolithic force bent on world 
domination and that local insurgences were initiated and coordinated by the 
Soviet Union or Communist China. They argued that the United States had a 
responsibility to intervene “at all times and in all places where communist 
influences sought expansion.” These “liberal supporters” were confident that 
with increased American involvement South Vietnam could resist the 
Communist North and become a democracy.120 
As the 1950s progressed and it became increasingly clear that the Diem 
regime was corrupt at best and totalitarian at worst, an increasing number of 
liberal intellectuals began to question the government’s Vietnam policy. These 
“liberal dissenters” believed that the United States should apply containment 
selectively, in American spheres of influence such as Western Europe, not 
globally. They looked at Vietnam policy from a more pragmatic perspective 
than the “liberal supporters” and were more pessimistic about the situation in 
Vietnam. Although they too feared the spread of Communism and believed that 
the United States had an international responsibility, they were convinced “that 
the current policies were self-defeating and would not bring about the desired 
ends.” They feared that increased American involvement in Vietnam and 
continued American support of Diem would “only enhance the appeal of 
communism in Southeast Asia in the end.” These liberal intellectuals envisioned 
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an important role for the United Nations in solving the conflict in Vietnam.121 
As we have seen earlier in this chapter, The Reporter, by this time, was losing 
its faith in the organization and was advocating forceful American leadership. 
It is telling that the first article The Reporter published on the Diem 
regime was written by Joseph Buttinger, a prominent member of the “Vietnam 
Lobby,” a coalition of anti-Communist intellectuals and liberal internationalists 
in the State Department and the intelligence community working to actively 
promote Diem in the United States. Buttinger went to South Vietnam in 1954 as 
the International Rescue Committee’s liaison to the Diem regime, assisting 
political and intellectual refugees from the Communist North.122 Initially, 
Buttinger was very pessimistic about South Vietnam’s prospects. He was 
convinced that the Communists would soon overpower the South Vietnamese. 
Once he had had a chance to assess the situation in South Vietnam, however, 
Buttinger changed his mind.123 His “Eyewitness Report on Vietnam” in The 
Reporter’s January 27, 1955, issue reflected this drastic reassessment of the 
situation in South Vietnam, which he argued was much less hopeless than was 
commonly assumed. The South Vietnamese, he argued, were not likely to 
follow the North into Communism. They simply wanted national independence 
and they needed US assistance to attain it. He praised Premier Diem and argued 
that what Vietnam needed was not military aid, but political support.124 
By publishing this article, planted by Buttinger on Diem’s behalf, The 
Reporter aided the Vietnam Lobby in its propaganda efforts.125 This 
involvement, only a few short years after the magazine’s famous China Lobby 
exposé, is curious to say the least. Why did The Reporter denounce one and 
support the other? The explanation lies in the different background and 
affiliations of the two groups. While the China Lobby consisted primarily of 
conservative Republicans, many of whom were closely affiliated with Senator 
Joseph McCarthy, the Vietnam Lobby consisted primarily of liberal 
internationalists, many of them members of The Reporter’s extensive state-
private network. The Reporter’s support of the Vietnam Lobby thus underscores 
the fact that the magazine’s crusade against the China Lobby was aimed 
primarily at discrediting McCarthy and his associates. It is unlikely that The 
Reporter’s editors, who themselves closely cooperated with the liberal wings of 
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the State Department and the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), were unaware 
of Buttinger’s background and the specific purpose his article was meant to 
serve. As Joseph G. Morgan has pointed out, Gouverneur Paulding, one of The 
Reporter’s senior writers and Max Ascoli’s most important sparring-partner on 
the staff, was among the many journalists, intellectuals, and government 
representatives Diem met during his stay in the United States from 1950 till 
1952. “The two men apparently struck up a warm friendship,” Morgan noted, 
and “The Reporter eventually reciprocated Diem’s friendliness after he took 
office in 1954 by calling him an ‘honest man’ who spoke to its staff with 
‘earnestness and charm’ in the early 1950s.”126 
In 1959, at a time when an increasing number of American intellectuals 
were conflicted about American support for Diem, The Reporter published 
another distinctly optimistic overview of the first five years of South 
Vietnamese independence. This article was written by Wolf Ladjinsky, who 
from 1956 till 1961 served as a consultant to Diem on land reform. Ladjinsky 
referred to Diem as “austere and incorruptible,” an “undisputed leader” who 
was well-aware of “the needs of his people.” Although he acknowledged that 
the country still faced numerous problems, he argued that “the toughest tests 
have been overcome” and that Diem had managed “to bring order out of chaos.” 
Ladjinsky denounced those foreign observers who had criticized Diem’s regime 
as authoritarian and undemocratic: “The critics tend to judge Vietnam out of 
context. Can a new, underdeveloped country, long under colonial domination, 
living next to Communists, be expected to fashion truly democratic 
arrangements overnight?” He argued that the majority of the South Vietnamese 
people were not affected by the regime’s authoritarianism, observing that “they 
have probably never enjoyed greater freedom.” According to Ladjinsky 
American aid had played an important role in the survival of South Vietnam and 
much more of it was needed for the country to attain military security and to 
reach economic independence.127 
It can be argued that by backing Diem as a “lesser evil” The Reporter 
essentially failed to live up to its own principles of freedom and democracy. In 
one of his early editorials Ascoli noted: “We are still paying for having thought, 
during the war, that the enemies of our enemies were our friends.” Referring to 
the Yugoslavian leader Tito, he warned American policymakers that they 
should be “extremely guarded in endorsing the regimes or the leaders whom the 
Communist attack puts on our side.” The United States should support only 
“real democracy.”128 The Reporter’s “globalist” convictions made it impossible 
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to acknowledge the intricacies of the local situation in Vietnam and led the 
magazine to accept the Diem regime despite its obvious flaws. 
The Reporter would eventually criticize Diem. In 1961 the magazine 
published an article by Stanley Karnow, who expressed serious doubts about the 
fortitude of Diem’s government. He argued that the peasants, army, and 
intellectuals were all becoming increasingly dissatisfied and demoralized, due to 
persistent tales of corruption among Diem’s immediate family, a fatally flawed 
program of land reforms and the increased strength of the Communist guerillas. 
Karnow concluded: “The characteristics that made Diem a success in 1955 and 
1956 – obstinacy, single-mindedness, and guile – are his most obvious 
weaknesses today. If he is unable to change, there is not much hope that he, or 
perhaps even the country, can last.”129 In 1963 The Reporter published a 
number of articles that were critical of Diem, but the magazine did not call upon 
the US government to end all support of Diem. Until 1962 The Reporter was 
preoccupied with Berlin, Cuba, and Laos and Max Ascoli would not take an 
explicit stance on Vietnam in his editorials until early 1965. 
Liberal support of the government’s Vietnam policy remained the 
majority position until 1963. Although the “liberal dissenters” were critical of 
the Diem regime, it was not until after Diem’s assassination that they began to 
openly question the Cold War assumptions that underlay American Vietnam 
policy. Because The Reporter did not take an explicit editorial stance and 
because it did criticize the Diem regime, the magazine’s position remained 
inconspicuous during these early years of American involvement in Vietnam. 
When Diem was assassinated in November 1963 liberal intellectuals 
hoped that he would be replaced with a more stable, democratic leader, but as 
military coup followed military coup and chaos ensued many of these 
intellectuals began to call for withdrawal and a reevaluation of Vietnam policy. 
Although these “liberal dissenters” were not yet condemning American policy, 
optimism about the situation in South Vietnam was waning. The New Republic, 
for example, warned against further Americanization of the conflict and called 
for settlement through negotiation. Prominent liberal spokesman Walter 
Lippmann was convinced that American intervention in Vietnam would fail. He 
urged President Johnson to withdraw before it was too late. Lippmann openly 
questioned the assumptions underlying the Vietnam policy and the necessity 
and appropriateness of American involvement.130 The Reporter was not 
convinced by such “selectivist” arguments. As we have seen, in 1961 the 
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magazine had vehemently denounced Lippmann’s advocacy of peaceful 
coexistence and the creation of neutral states in Southeast Asia.131 After the 
assassination of Diem the magazine continued to propagate that only American 
intervention could prevent a Communist takeover in South Vietnam.  
In The Reporter’s opinion withdrawal was not an option, but the 
magazine did not explicitly argue for escalation either. In “Our Options in 
Vietnam,” published in the magazine’s March 12, 1964, issue, Bernard B. Fall, 
a French intellectual who was an expert on Southeast Asian affairs, presented a 
balanced assessment of the four possible American approaches to solving the 
Vietnamese conflict. The United States could either withdraw its troops; expand 
the number of Vietnamese troops “and try to win under the present ground 
rules”; escalate the war “from a counterguerrilla operation in South Vietnam to 
full-size combat operations against North Vietnam and, if necessary, eventually, 
Red China”; or negotiate with the enemy. This latter alternative, Fall noted, “is 
often conveniently confused with the first option by those who fear that any 
settlement whatsoever would mean neutralization, followed by a Communist 
takeover.” Fall himself opted for negotiation, arguing that it was possible, at 
that particular time, for the United States to negotiate from a position of 
strength.132 The fact that The Reporter published his article illustrates that at this 
time the magazine was still open to differing views. 
A month later Denis Warner presented a similar argument in an article 
entitled “Last Chance in the Delta.” He argued that the Vietcong was gaining 
the upper hand in South Vietnam and that the only way to prevent a “political 
and psychological Dienbienphu” was to initiate “full American participation at 
the command level,” which “could provide a shield behind which South 
Vietnam might be able to build up its strength to a point where at least 
negotiations for a cease-fire could be conducted from a position of equality or 
near equality.” Escalation of the war by bombing North Vietnam, Warned 
cautioned, would not change the fact that the Vietcong “has all but won in the 
field.”133 
Even after the alleged attacks by North Vietnamese torpedo boats on 
American destroyers in the Gulf of Tonkin in early August 1964, The Reporter 
did not immediately call for escalation of the war.134 In September, the 
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magazine published an article by Denis Warner, who argued that “drawing the 
line in Southeast Asia” did not necessarily mean escalation. The argument 
Warner presented was similar to The Reporter’s stance on Berlin. The US 
government, he argued, needed to make it clear that it was drawing the line in 
Southeast Asia, but that it would not attempt to roll back Communism in the 
region. Although Warner was convinced that any American action against 
North Vietnam or China could only end in disaster, he urged the United States 
to continue to defend South Vietnam. He realized that such a “hold-fast line” 
would not help win the war and offered “no promise of a sudden turn for the 
better in South Vietnam,” but, he argued, it “would be a tangible declaration of 
intention, a tripwire and a deterrent, a shield of sorts for Thailand and South 
Vietnam, and in itself a bargaining point if and when negotiation seems to offer 
hope of achieving something better in Southeast Asia than a Geneva-style 
Communist take-over.”135 
At the time, this response was not conspicuous. As Robert Tomes has 
pointed out: “Although liberals at first deemed the Tonkin Gulf Resolution 
appropriate, they did not view it as a carte blanche to escalate the American 
military role in the Vietnam War.”136 George C. Herring has argued that 
President Johnson’s intention in seeking the resolution was not an expansion of 
the war: “At this point he still hoped that American objectives in Vietnam could 
be achieved by limited means. His purpose was to indicate to North Vietnam 
that the nation was united in its determination to stand firm in Vietnam.”137 
Those liberal intellectuals who were critical of this course of events held off on 
criticizing Johnson too fiercely because they still believed that he was working 
for peace and because this was election time. Johnson’s opponent was the 
conservative Republican Barry Goldwater, whom many perceived as a new 
Joseph McCarthy. Many of those who had doubts about Johnson’s Vietnam 
policy did support the domestic goals of his Great Society, a set of social 
reforms aimed at ending poverty and racial injustice. Most liberal intellectuals 
perceived Vietnam as only one of the problems the United States faced and 
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when faced with the choice between “guns or butter,” they opted for the 
latter.138 
As many liberal intellectuals shifted toward the left, adopting a 
selectivist approach to containment, rejecting the prospect of increased 
American military involvement in Vietnam, and insisting that such urgent 
domestic problems as poverty and racial inequality should take precedence over 
international affairs, The Reporter continued to call attention to the domino 
theory, the importance of drawing the line in Southeast Asia, and the primacy of 
foreign affairs. In fact, instead of adapting his views to the specifics of current 
events, Max Ascoli increasingly fell back on his own earlier statements. On the 
occasion of the magazine’s fifteenth anniversary, for example, he firmly 
restated his conviction that the innate immorality of Communism rendered 
peaceful coexistence an illusion: 
On how to deal with Communism and how to deal with the allies, I 
have written so frequently in The Reporter that I feel a certain 
embarrassment in restating once more what I have been saying for 
fifteen years. … Whether we like it or not, we are the heartland of 
what is called the free world. … This country is the hub of a 
powerful interlocking system of alliances and commonwealths that 
sometimes are sharply divided as to the way to run common affairs 
… . But only the free world, united by the bond that only freedom 
can provide, can make its impact and power felt on the rest of 
mankind, and bring peace to the world as a whole. … Some of our 
readers will say, on this fifteenth anniversary: this is what The 
Reporter has been hammering at all along. Are you going to go 
on like that? To which my answer is: you bet.139 
This persistent anti-Communist worldview would leave The Reporter no other 
option than to support the Johnson administration’s Americanization of the war 
in Vietnam in 1965. 
The Reporter and Lyndon B. Johnson 
On February 7, 1965, the Vietcong attacked American military installations in 
South Vietnam, killing nine Americans. In response President Johnson launched 
“Operation Rolling Thunder,” the large-scale and continued bombing of North 
Vietnam, which effectively Americanized the war in Vietnam. Although The 
Reporter had not previously called for escalation of the war in Vietnam, the 
magazine applauded Johnson’s forceful response to the North Vietnamese 
provocations. Unlike The New Republic and the ADA which denounced 
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Johnson’s policy and called for a negotiated settlement, The Reporter stood 
firmly behind the Johnson administration.140 
At the time of the bombings Max Ascoli was abroad, so it fell to Philip 
Horton to hastily formulate an editorial response. He praised President 
Johnson’s resolution and decisive leadership and applauded him for breaking 
“the long, dreary cycle of illusions and indecisions that have crippled our efforts 
in South Vietnam for the last ten years,” turning what had always been “their 
war” into “our war – ours together.”141 Negotiations, Horton argued, would only 
play into the hands of North Vietnam, the Soviet Union, and Communist China. 
Instead, he urged Johnson to “match the Communist escalation.”142 Two weeks 
later Philip Horton denounced the pleas for negotiation from the United Nations 
and the United States’ NATO partners. “Our … commitment to the people and 
government of South Vietnam, affirmed by three successive Presidents, is and 
always has been unilateral,” he wrote. “So also, however grievous the burden, 
must be Mr. Johnson’s decision when and under what conditions we should 
move toward a negotiated settlement.”143 
While “Operation Rolling Thunder” set off large-scale intellectual 
protest, effectively igniting “the war at home,” The Reporter persisted in its 
advocacy of the principles that underlay Johnson’s policy. In May 1965 Ascoli 
praised Johnson, to whom he referred as “our no-nonsense president,” for 
intervening in Vietnam. Previous presidents, he pointed out, had failed to 
intervene in Hungary in 1956 and in Berlin in 1961. In Cuba, President 
Kennedy had attempted, but failed to intervene. The result of these “inactions 
and mistakes” had been Communist victory.144 A month later Ascoli reiterated 
that anti-Communism was still The Reporter’s most basic belief and that the 
magazine did not share the liberal dissenters’ view that internal divisions were 
weakening the Communist bloc. “All delusions or illusions to the contrary,” 
Ascoli wrote, “the Communist adversary still wishes us ill; his ways of wishing 
us ill are infinitely varied; ours of responding pitifully few. But the major 
difference between us still comes from the fact that they are more adroit in the 
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most insidious practices of warfare. That is why President Johnson was so right 
in Vietnam when he started repaying them in their own coin.”145 
The Reporter’s support for the Americanization of the war in Vietnam 
was not only the result of a consistent ideological outlook, but also of Max 
Ascoli’s great admiration for President Lyndon B. Johnson. It was this 
admiration that led to a fundamental change in The Reporter’s relationship with 
the federal government. The year 1963 – when Johnson ascended to the 
presidency – thus forms a turning point in The Reporter’s history. 
As we have seen, The Reporter flourished during the 1950s partly 
because of its opposition to the Eisenhower administration. This critical 
approach – which was much appreciated by The Reporter’s readers – did not 
change with the arrival of the Kennedy administration. The fact that The 
Reporter was now part of the inner circle of government did not keep the 
magazine from continuing its critical assessment of domestic and foreign 
policy, a position that was not always appreciated by the prominent liberals who 
now served on Kennedy’s White House staff. 
The Reporter had never unconditionally supported any presidential 
candidate or administration, but when Johnson assumed his role as President 
under the difficult circumstances following the assassination of John F. 
Kennedy, the magazine stood firmly behind him. “He has our confidence,” Max 
Ascoli wrote at the time, “and we only hope that, in our own way, we may be of 
some help to him.”146 He expressed the hope that Johnson would formulate his 
own policy and abandon the Kennedy administration’s conviction that “the aims 
of liberalism can be pursued only by ever-increasing Federal intervention and 
Federal spending.” Ascoli trusted Johnson to give priority to foreign affairs: 
“We are convinced,” he wrote in response to Johnson’s first State of the Union 
address, that “President Johnson knows well that the major forces affecting the 
destiny of the American people lie far beyond our borders.” Ascoli was 
confident as well that Johnson would soon discard the Kennedy 
administration’s goal of peaceful coexistence with the Soviets.147 
There had always been mutual respect and appreciation between 
Johnson and The Reporter. The magazine had followed Johnson’s political 
career closely and Johnson himself noted on several occasions that he admired 
The Reporter greatly and had been an avid reader of the magazine ever since its 
inception.148 Ascoli was deeply honored when Johnson sent him a personal 
telegram in 1964, commemorating his arrival in the United States. “America is 
wiser and stronger because of your arrival thirty-one years ago today,” Johnson 
wrote. “I congratulate you and our country.”149 When Johnson signed the 
                                                     
145 MA, “Trying Times,” The Reporter 32, no. 12 (June 17, 1965), 14. 
146 MA, “Our New President,” The Reporter 29, no. 11 (December 19, 1963), 14. 
147 MA, “A Good Beginning,” The Reporter 30, no. 3 (January 30, 1964), 26. 
148 See for example: Lyndon B. Johnson to William L. Safire, TLS (photocopy), 29 January 1959 
and Lyndon B. Johnson to MA, TLS, 21 December 1963, box 59, folder 8, MAC. 
149 Lyndon B. Johnson to MA, telegram, 5 October 1964 and MA to Lyndon B. Johnson, TLS 
(cc), n.d., box 59, folder 8, MAC. 
Part III – The Reporter – A Cold War Magazine 
 
438 
Columbus Day proclamation in 1966, he included Max Ascoli among the 
Italian-Americans “whose gifts have been freely given to make this nation 
great.”150 Ascoli had always been very susceptible to such recognition and this 
propensity only increased as he felt progressively more besieged by his former 
liberal friends. Whenever Ascoli declared his support for Johnson the president 
made sure to thank Ascoli personally.151 
Ascoli’s uncritical loyalty to Johnson is best characterized by the fact 
that Ascoli consistently signed his letters to Johnson “with profound devotion” 
or “devotedly,” a somewhat inappropriate turn of phrase for the editor-in-chief 
of an ostensibly independent political magazine.152 In January 1965, after 
Johnson had been elected in his own right, Ascoli noted: “From time to time, it 
happens in our history: a man reaches the highest office who turns out to be 
preconditioned to its appalling requirements. In Lyndon Johnson’s case there is 
a quality of vastness in the scope of his character that makes it difficult to size 
him up. It may turn out to be greatness.”153 As the “credibility gap” widened 
and the American public increasingly distrusted the optimism that characterized 
the government’s reports on Vietnam, Ascoli’s support of the Johnson 
administration’s Vietnam policy grew increasingly staunch. Readers who 
cancelled their subscriptions during The Reporter’s final years often noted that 
they resented this uncritical attitude even more than they did the magazine’s 
stance on Vietnam. As one reader put it in a July 1967 cancellation letter: “In 
recent months The Reporter has not only betrayed its loudly proclaimed liberal 
tradition but also basic principles of good journalism. By your sterile and 
uncritical echoing of the Johnson administration’s Vietnam war policy, you 
disappoint many who are anguished by that policy with all its inflexibility, 
inhumanity, and insensitivity to the reality of Vietnamese nationalist 
aspirations.”154 
It can be argued that Max Ascoli’s undivided loyalty to President 
Johnson was the result of intellectual arteriosclerosis. As one reader aptly 
observed when Ascoli defended his continued support for the Johnson 
administration with the argument that he was dissenting from the dissenters: 
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“You are not dissenting from the dissenters. You are just getting old. It happens 
to all of us sooner or later.”155 
The Reporter and the New Left 
Whereas most liberal intellectuals felt that the escalation of the Vietnam War 
was misguided, the New Left viewed Johnson’s Vietnam policy as symptomatic 
of larger political and social ills. This new generation of radicals congregated 
around The Village Voice, founded in 1955, Studies on the Left, founded in 
1959, Ramparts, founded in 1962, and the New York Review of Books, founded 
in 1963. During the early 1960s Students for a Democratic Society (SDS) 
formed the most prominent exponent of the New Left. In 1962 SDS leaders 
drafted the Port Huron Statement, which urged students to work for 
fundamental political, social, and economic change and essentially became the 
New Left’s manifesto. The Port Huron Statement challenged the status quo of 
the liberal consensus, denouncing in particular racial inequality at home and the 
waging of the Cold War abroad.156 It was “Operation Rolling Thunder” that 
made Vietnam the principal target of the New Left’s agitations. “Within days,” 
writes Robert Tomes, “many of the nation’s leading universities became the 
sites of Vietnam teach-ins, and the fledgling political protest movement of the 
New Left achieved national recognition.”157 The young radicals questioned the 
morality of the Johnson administration’s Vietnam policy and called for 
American withdrawal, but they made it clear that they were not simply rejecting 
a misguided policy. They effectively rejected the status quo of the liberal 
consensus, denouncing the underlying Cold War assumptions that had led to 
American involvement in Vietnam. In the spring of 1965 Partisan Review, a 
representative of the Old Left, published a symposium on this new radicalism. 
The first article of this symposium, written by Reporter contributor Nat Hentoff, 
denounced liberalism in favor of radicalism. Hentoff argued that liberalism had 
failed and that the liberals were in large part to blame for the substantial 
problems the United States were facing, both at home and abroad. In fact, he 
argued, moderate liberalism stood in the way of more substantial radical 
reform.158 
In many respects, The Reporter represented the very values and 
assumptions the New Left so vehemently denounced. Although the magazine 
had been a critical advocate of American democracy and a vocal supporter of 
civil liberties during the 1950s, by the early 1960s Cold War concerns had 
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eclipsed this earlier focus. The magazine’s response to the Berkeley Free 
Speech Movement (FSM) is a case in point. In 1964 student activists at the 
University of California demanded the right to conduct political action on 
campus. On December 2, 1964, their protests culminated in an all-night sit-in at 
Sproul Hall, which resulted in the arrest of 773 students.159 In an analysis 
entitled “The Lesson of Berkeley” prominent University of California faculty 
members Seymour Martin Lipset and Paul Seabury concluded: 
The Berkeley revolt is not just another California curiosity. This 
new style of campus political action may affect other campuses, 
and eventually our national political life. … The indifference to 
legality shown by serious and dedicated students threatens the 
foundations of democratic order. Extremism in the pursuit of 
liberty was quite recently a favorite slogan of the radical Right. 
Berkeley has shown that anyone can play this game. But while the 
game goes on, this great university is in danger of losing its stature 
and its independence.160 
The Reporter was not alone in its critique of the events at Berkeley. The New 
Leader and Commentary published similar analyses.161 As James A. Hijia has 
pointed out, “the difference between the two sides [liberalism and radicalism] 
was action. While FSM demanded change and took risks to get it, the ‘liberals’ 
followed normal channels, tolerated delay, and seemed ready to acquiesce in 
defeat. … In short, FSM defined the terms this way: liberals talk, radicals 
act.”162 As we have seen in previous chapters, The Reporter believed in working 
for change through the existing political and judicial systems. It never 
questioned the American political, social, and economic system as such. 
As the protest movement expanded and turned increasingly against the 
Johnson administration Max Ascoli made it clear that in his opinion this was a 
“revolt against freedom,” as he put it in a 1968 editorial.163 In the same issue 
William P. Gerberding, chair of the political science faculty at UCLA, argued 
that for liberals to condone or even cooperate with radicals, who resorted to 
illegitimate, undemocratic means, and even violence, was “morally 
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insupportable and politically disastrous.”164 Max Ascoli was particularly 
alarmed about the New Left’s pleas for participatory democracy, which he 
viewed as “one of the best recipes for establishing tyranny that has ever been 
concocted.”165 What troubled Ascoli the most about this movement was “the 
attempt to bypass representative institutions by large masses of people who take 
directly to the streets to impose their wishes on the national government,” as he 
wrote Henry Kissinger in 1969, a year after The Reporter’s folding. “Our 
constitution sanctions the right of assembly, petition, and free speech, but when 
these rights are massively used to jeopardize the complex machinery established 
for the formulation of public policies by elected officials, when the thumping of 
marching feet and the shouting of slogans become the exclusive vehicle for the 
propagation of opinion, then something is wrong with our republic.” Ascoli was 
convinced that such mass democracy would lead to “the unmaking of 
America.”166 
The Reporter was not alone in its critique of the New Left, but its fierce 
anti-Communist rhetoric and continued support for the Johnson administration 
did make the magazine stand out. In 1965 Nat Hentoff underscored his 
renunciation of liberalism in Partisan Review, by denouncing The Reporter. 
Hentoff, who had been The Reporter’s regular contributor on jazz and folk 
music since 1957, had not, thus far, felt the need to sever his ties with the 
magazine. Although he had long been in disagreement with The Reporter’s 
stance on Vietnam, he had never felt constricted by the magazine’s editorial 
line. After participating in the Partisan Review debate, however, Hentoff felt 
that he could no longer continue to write for The Reporter without openly 
expressing his opposition.  In June 1965 he denounced both Max Ascoli and 
President Johnson in an article in The Village Voice entitled “Speaking Truth to 
Power.”167 
Hentoff realized full well that such a personal attack on Ascoli would 
get him disbarred from The Reporter and it seems that he deliberately brought 
the situation to a head. When he was told by his regular editor on the “Views 
and Reviews” staff that his contributions were no longer welcome Hentoff was 
quick to announce the news in The Village Voice. In a column titled “Big 
Brother Max,” Hentoff acceded that he had asked for it and that he had no honor 
in the matter at all. He should have quit, he noted, at the same time as Tom 
Driver, in 1964. “I remember Eugene Callender saying to me during a radio 
program some months ago, ‘And YOU still write for that magazine?’ Well, now 
I’m straight. … But I didn’t do it by myself. Thanks, Max.”168 Hentoff later 
reflected that what had attracted him to The Reporter during the 1950s was the 
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fact that it “was completely devoted to high quality, objective reporting” and to 
“the bill of rights, freedom of speech, and anti-corruption.”169 By the mid-1960s 
however, Ascoli had become so obsessed with the Vietnam War that, in 
Hentoff’s opinion, his editorial stance had turned into an agenda. 
Supporting the Government Line 
In 1965 the majority of liberal intellectuals grew increasingly disillusioned with 
the Johnson administration and began to openly express their dissent. In 
addition to denouncing Johnson’s Vietnam policy and advocating negotiation, 
intellectuals such as Mary McCarthy, Dwight Macdonald, Norman Mailer, and 
Susan Sontag also began to question the morality of the war. “As government 
policies became increasingly difficult for liberal critics to defend morally,” 
Tomes has argued, “reflection and examination of Vietnam forced a progressive 
deterioration of confidence in the assumptions of the Cold War. As the war in 
Southeast Asia grew bloodier, the rationale of altruistic, global anticommunism 
as a moral responsibility eroded proportionally.”170 As the rift between the 
liberal intellectuals and President Johnson grew, The Reporter continued to 
denounce the advocates of negotiation – accusing them of “neo-isolationism” – 
while at the same time applauding Johnson’s escalation of the war.171 At 
Christmastime Max Ascoli noted: “It is hard, sometimes excruciatingly hard, to 
be advocates of necessity, particularly when this necessity means war and the 
death of men. … No one who cares for his inner freedom likes to be a 
cheerleader for any potentate, not even for the President of the United States. 
But there are occasions when one feels the duty to share contumelies with the 
President.” Making it abundantly clear how he felt about the antiwar movement, 
he added: “In this Christmas season, perhaps we can have a pause in some 
phase of the fighting in Vietnam. We could also well afford a long pause for 
reflection in the juvenile civil war here at home.”172 
As The Reporter entrenched itself in its support for the Johnson 
administration, the diversity of opinion in its pages declined. The magazine’s 
editorial line, formulated by Max Ascoli, increasingly permeated the articles 
The Reporter published. In June 1965 one reader noted: “Your foreign reporting 
of late parallels the pro-Stalin technique of safe criticism. … The lack of 
objectivity is not yours alone, but … I expect better things from your journal. I 
do not object to Mr. Ascoli’s enthusiastic appraisal of Johnson’s war in Viet 
Nam, but I would expect more than one man’s opinion in your kind of journal, 
particularly when such dissenting opinion is almost unanimous among the 
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intellectuals in this country.”173 Like the Johnson administration, The Reporter 
increasingly emphasized American victories. The magazine did not reflect the 
moral anguish that characterized liberal intellectual debate at this time. In 
December 1965 Edmond Taylor rebuked the heavy criticism of the bombings in 
North Vietnam by arguing that “unless we accept defeat, it is impossible to 
achieve the military results that must be achieved without sometimes killing or 
maiming women and children, destroying churches and temples, [and] wiping 
out villages.” The appalling fact that the guerilla warfare of the Vietcong, which 
included provoking attacks from villages, churches, and other areas surrounded 
by civilians, made it impossible for the United States to avoid killing innocent 
civilians did not, however, lead Taylor to conclude that the United States should 
withdraw from Vietnam altogether.174 
In 1966 Taylor’s article was included in a collection The Reporter 
published, entitled Vietnam: Why. The magazine’s editors hoped that this 
collection of articles and editorials would help inform American voters about 
Vietnam, which would play an important role in the Congressional elections of 
that year. “An understanding of the situation in that country, as it affects the 
United States, Southeast Asia, indeed the world, is essential to all responsible 
Americans,” the foreword read.175 The booklet, which included articles on the 
US military build-up and the new generation of leadership in South Vietnam, 
the Vietnamese refugee problem, and analyses of the strengths and weaknesses 
of the Vietcong, certainly provided in-depth information on the situation in 
Vietnam. It did not, however, reflect ongoing intellectual debate. Instead of 
presenting different perspectives it primarily underscored The Reporter’s 
conviction that the United States had had a moral and strategic obligation to 
intervene in Vietnam. 
The collection included a number of articles by Denis Warner, who 
served as The Reporter’s regular correspondent in Southeast Asia from 1957 till 
the magazine’s folding in 1968. These articles emphasized the central 
importance of Vietnam in the region. “Failure there,” he wrote, “will fan the 
flames of Mao’s revolutionary war in Southeast Asia and far beyond.”176 
Although Warner shared Max Ascoli’s conviction that direct US intervention in 
Vietnam had been necessary, he did not share Ascoli’s optimism about 
America’s prospects for winning the war. “I shared the magazine’s hopes but 
not its expectations,” Warner later reflected.177 “I disagreed with Max when he 
sought to gild the lily.”178 In February 1966, for example, The Reporter 
published a lengthy analysis entitled “How Strong Is the NLF?” which stressed 
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the weaknesses of the National Liberation Front and gave the impression that 
the United States had the upper hand.179 The author, Douglas Pike, was a 
specialist on the Vietcong who worked for the United States Information 
Agency (USIA) in Saigon. As we have seen in Chapter 9 (Propaganda, Policy, 
and Covert Operations), later that year Commonweal accused The Reporter of 
covering up the fact that Pike was on the CIA payroll. Whether he actually was 
or not, Pike’s article clearly represented the official government line. In 
November 1966, The Reporter published a similar article by Richard Hottelet, 
who argued that “things are not only going well on the military front but are 
also improving politically … There is every reason to think that the immense 
investment in energy, materiel, and blood in South Vietnam has begun to pay 
off.”180 This time Warner ardently protested. It was one thing, he argued, for 
Ascoli to express such an opinion in his editorials, but it was quite another for 
the magazine to publish a lengthy article – eight pages in all – arguing that the 
United States were winning the war, when this was clearly not the case.181 
Despite the fact that Ascoli clearly preferred a more positive outlook on 
the likelihood of an American victory in Vietnam, The Reporter continued to 
publish Warner’s articles, issue after issue, which led Warner to conclude that 
there was room in The Reporter for different views on the war in Vietnam. In 
his memoir Wake Me If There’s Trouble he wrote: “It was a quite extraordinary, 
and deeply encouraging, mark of confidence that Phil[ip Horton], and even Max 
Ascoli, were prepared to accept and publish … my own often conflicting views. 
… My gloomy assessments were not what the magazine wanted to hear, but this 
did not result in rejection of, or essential changes to, what I wrote.”182 In the 
context of the opposition to both the war and the administration expressed in 
intellectual circles at this time, however, Warner’s “conflicting views” seem 
inconsequential. 
The Reporter may not have been at the forefront of intellectual debate at 
this time, its in-depth Vietnam coverage was still widely appreciated. Vietnam: 
Why was a very successful initiative. Initially intended as a promotion item for 
potential advertisers and the press, The Reporter eventually sold 20,000 copies 
– at $1 a piece – through coupons in the magazine.183 Among those who ordered 
copies were the White House – which ordered five copies – and the CIA – 
which ordered thirty-six copies – proof that The Reporter had attained its goal 
of “briefing” both the American public and the American government.184 In 
1966 Max Ascoli and the entire staff of The Reporter received a double citation 
for “Best Reporting From Abroad” and “Best Interpretation of Foreign Affairs” 
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from the Overseas Press Club.185 Denis Warner’s articles in particular were 
highly regarded. In 1965 he received an honorable mention from the Overseas 
Press Club for his reporting on Southeast Asia and in 1966 Time named him one 
of the most highly respected Vietnam correspondents and praised him for his 
expertise.186 It was not until 1967, when Max Ascoli’s attacks on those who 
opposed Johnson’s Vietnam policy became increasingly fierce, that The 
Reporter began to lose its long-time readers, along with its credibility. 
Protests and Cancellations 
Although The Reporter’s unconditional support for the Johnson administration 
drew some negative reactions from its readers during 1965 and 1966, it was in 
1967 that The Reporter’s liberal readers – many of whom also subscribed to The 
New York Review of Books, Commentary, The Nation, or The New Republic – 
began to cancel their subscriptions en masse, responding to Max Ascoli’s 
increasingly personal attacks upon prominent liberal dissenters. The first 
editorial that prompted a deluge of cancellations was “The Two USAs,” in 
which Ascoli denounced President Johnson’s critics for splitting the country in 
two. The editorial was Ascoli’s response to a speech by Senator Robert 
Kennedy, in which he urged President Johnson to work for a negotiated 
settlement. Instead of responding to Kennedy’s concerns and arguments and 
entering into a debate, Ascoli pompously announced that there were limits, even 
to freedom of speech: 
Recently that very good man and very good liberal Hubert 
Humphrey, in answer to a noisy walkout by a slim minority of 
New York intellectuals, calmly said, “This is what we mean by 
free speech.” He is right up to a terminal point. One step beyond 
this point, free speech ends. I have seen it happening when I was a 
young man in my native country. After a short spell of controlled 
anarchy, Mussolini took over.187 
Ascoli argued that the “one USA that is on the rampage” was led by the 
Kennedy family and their supporters “who, even if they tried, could not bring 
themselves to recognize that the Constitution had given the country a new 
President. Even after the great electoral triumph of Lyndon Johnson, these 
people have become if anything more unreconciled to the presence of that 
usurper in the White House.” Failing to acknowledge that Johnson had been 
elected on a strong domestic platform, not with a mandate to enter the United 
States into a major war in Southeast Asia, Ascoli accused the Kennedys of 
“Bonapartism.” Ascoli’s frustration is tangible in this editorial. The gap 
between his own Cold War convictions and the position of the liberal dissenters, 
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who advocated withdrawal and negotiation, was becoming unbridgeable. “There 
is a sickening quality in a great deal of what the administration’s critics say,” 
Ascoli wrote. What shocked him the most was their disregard for the cost of 
withdrawal from Vietnam, to America’s “dignity and its future.” While 
claiming that he did not like “to deal in personalities,” Ascoli denounced not 
only Robert Kennedy, but Secretary General of the United Nations U Thant and 
Pope Paul VI, who was pleading for disarmament and peaceful coexistence, as 
well. Ascoli ended the editorial by once again pledging his allegiance to 
President Johnson: “I am proud to belong to that America which has its leader 
in Lyndon Johnson.”188 
The Reporter received a total of eighty-six letters to the editor in 
response to “The Two USAs,” thirty-seven of which were cancellations. Many 
readers were abhorred by the editorial’s rhetoric. One reader argued that the 
magazine’s coverage of the Vietnam War verged on propaganda: “I used to read 
The Reporter because I felt it would attempt to give me the truth, not brainwash 
me.”189 It was not Ascoli’s position itself, but his “complete lack of appreciating 
the viewpoint of the opposition” that shocked The Reporter’s readers.190 Among 
those cancelling their subscriptions were many long-time Reporter readers for 
whom this particular editorial was the final straw. “The ever-increasing doses of 
sanctimonious stand-pad ‘liberalism’ doled out by Mr. Ascoli in his recent 
editorials … are all I can take,” one reader wrote, cancelling his subscription.191 
“Dropping my subscription is the only way I can let Mr. Ascoli know how 
benighted I think his views are,” wrote another long-time subscriber. “I only 
hope other subscribers will do likewise as a form of protest.”192 The Reporter, 
these readers agreed, was no longer “an organ for the free exchange of ideas, as 
it once was.”193 Instead, it had become “an instrument for promoting a phony 
consensus.”194 For most long-time subscribers it was not the editorial policy as 
such, but the general bias in the magazine’s coverage that led to the decision to 
cancel their subscriptions. 
The Reporter also received many letters from readers who disagreed 
with Max Ascoli’s world view. These readers made it clear that they did not 
share Ascoli’s basic assumptions about the nature of international Communism 
and the necessity of American involvement in Vietnam. As one reader put it: 
“We, the general public, have come to sense that the ideological rigidities of the 
past no longer hold water.”195 For these readers, as for most liberal intellectuals, 
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the position Ascoli represented was quickly becoming irrelevant. James A. 
Wechsler, editor of the New York Post, took issue with the editorial’s 
implication “that nothing has changed in the world since the cold war began, 
that the pursuit of détente is a delusion and that Mr. Johnson’s only failing has 
been an understandable tendency to speak the language of conciliation.” 
Wechsler saw Ascoli’s “manifesto” as “a revealing statement of the rising mood 
of self-righteousness among the Johnson intelligentsia.” He also noted that, in a 
manner reminiscent of the McCarthy era, Ascoli’s use of the phrase “two 
Americas” in particular, set up a clear dichotomy between “true Americans” and 
“un-Americans.” Wechsler accused Ascoli of being a “dead-end man” 
masquerading as a “realist,” advocating “permanent conflict” to be fought by a 
generation of young Americans who did not share his worldview.196 
In 1967 one of the issues that took center stage in the debate about 
Vietnam was the responsibility of intellectuals. In February of that year The 
New York Review of Books entered its radical phase with the publication of an 
article by Noam Chomsky, who attacked the liberal intellectuals for forsaking 
their “moral responsibility to dissent from in-humane government policies.” 
Instead, he argued, they had compromised their intellectual autonomy by 
assuming the role of “pro-government propagandists.” As Robert Tomes has 
pointed out, “Chomsky believed that liberals had created and perpetuated an 
ideology designed to legitimate their own political ends, not truth.”197 The 
revelations, in the spring of 1967, that Encounter and a number of other journals 
had accepted money from the CIA made Chomskey’s concerns even more 
pertinent. Although Chomsky did not single The Reporter’s editors out, as he 
did Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., McGeorge Bundy, Henry Kissinger, and Irving 
Kristol, it can be argued that Max Ascoli was just as much a representative of 
the liberal ideology Chomsky denounced, especially when it came to 
legitimizing foreign policy objectives. It is also important to note that, as we 
have seen in previous chapters, The Reporter was at least as closely affiliated 
with the US government as some of the intellectuals Chomsky did mention. In 
fact, in October 1967, Ascoli joined the newly-founded Citizens Committee for 
Freedom in Vietnam, a purportedly private organization that had in fact been set 
up in close cooperation with the Johnson administration.198 What makes The 
Reporter’s rigid support of the Johnson administration especially painful is the 
fact that Ascoli’s founding of the magazine had been based on a profound belief 
in the responsibility of intellectuals in a democratic society. As we have seen in 
previous chapters, Ascoli believed that it was the lack of intellectual criticism 
that had led to the triumph of Fascism in Italy. Apparently, by the late 1960s, 
his outlook had changed, a change which clearly indicates that he had shifted 
away from his initial ideals. 
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Although The New York Review of Books was unique in its radicalism, 
it was not the only liberal magazine to shift to the left. As 1967 progressed, 
Partisan Review, The Nation, and Commentary all rejected liberal anti-
Communism. American intellectuals were losing faith not only in American 
foreign policy, but in America itself.199 Although most liberal intellectuals 
shifted to the left, there was a small group that turned to the right and would 
become known in later years as the neoconservatives. The two most notable 
platforms for this group were Encounter and The Public Interest, the latter of 
which had been founded in 1965 by Irving Kristol and Daniel Bell. Much like 
these two magazines, The Reporter remained consistent in its Cold War 
principles. In late 1967 Ascoli felt compelled to once again restate his 
fundamental beliefs about the nature of international Communism and the 
notion of peaceful coexistence. To demonstrate the consistency of his views he 
gave the two editorials the same title as one of The Reporter’s very first 
editorials, published in May 1949: “We and They.”200  
Max Ascoli’s Dissent from Dissent 
In 1966 and 1967 an increasing number of The Reporter’s former friends and 
allies turned against the Johnson administration. In a December 1967 editorial 
entitled “The Unpossessed” Ascoli attacked two prominent liberals who had 
played a pivotal role in the founding of The Reporter, twenty years earlier: 
The intellectual community cannot be considered as the major 
cause of the present disarray. Those to whom a personal 
responsibility can be attributed are the ones whose frivolity would 
never have come out so glaringly had not the Presidential election 
of 1960 brought them into a position where they could enjoy the 
glitter of power. Then the atrocious death of the young President 
made them dedicate their energies to the stultifying notion that 
power was their due. The influence of these few men is not as 
great as their vanity. Yet it must be admitted that merrily, in a 
spirit half of fun, half of revenge, they have done harm to the 
nation. 
Ascoli sanctimoniously noted that it was “somewhat unnecessary and most 
unpleasant, but nevertheless proper to name at least two of the men I have in 
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mind: Professors Galbraith and Schlesinger, the chief Mandarins at the court of 
Senator Robert F. Kennedy.”201 
Both Galbraith and Schlesinger, Jr., were vocal opponents of Johnson’s 
Vietnam policy, which they viewed as “a mistake … deriving from obsolete 
assumptions about international Communism.”202 In a speech before the ADA 
in April 1966, Galbraith noted that the arrival of a new generation, “unscarred 
by the memories of Joseph Stalin and Joe McCarthy,” and the “growing 
pluralism of the Communist world” had effectively rendered the “all-powerful, 
all-embracing” Communist conspiracy a thing of the past.203 Schlesinger, Jr., 
made a similar argument in his contribution to the September 1967 Commentary 
symposium “Liberal Anti-Communism Revisited,” noting that “some people, 
even perhaps some liberals, have become obsessive in their anti-Communism, 
consider it the only problem on the horizon, subordinate everything else to it, 
allow it to swallow up every other consideration or value. Obsessive anti-
Communism,” he argued, “blinds its victims to the realities of a changing 
world. It is the enemy of sensible policy.” Schlesinger, Jr., maintained that 
“Communism today is a boring, squalid creed, tired, fragmented and, save in 
very exceptional places and circumstances, wholly uninspiring. La guerre est 
finie.”204 
Another former friend of The Reporter who opposed Johnson’s 
Vietnam policy was Senator J. William Fulbright (Democrat, Arkansas), 
chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. As we have seen in 
Chapter 4 (The Power and Responsibility of the Press), Fulbright was the 
keynote speaker at an Overseas Press Club dinner honoring The Reporter on the 
occasion of its tenth anniversary. Ascoli denounced Fulbright in 1965, when the 
senator spoke out against President Johnson’s intervention in the Dominican 
Republic.205 When Fulbright called for a negotiated settlement in Vietnam in the 
spring of 1966 The Reporter accused him of undermining the Johnson 
administration’s foreign policy objectives: “The Vietcong and their allies have 
repeatedly said that they expect our determination to falter in time and that they 
are prepared to outlast us, even if it takes a fifty-year struggle. … It has been 
President Johnson’s task to convince the Vietcong that they have misread our 
determination … . To undercut the President’s move in a forum such as the 
Senate can only be expected to confirm Hanoi in its miscalculations.”206 
As the attacks on President Johnson and the pressure to withdraw from 
Vietnam intensified, Ascoli felt increasingly isolated. Under attack from former 
friends and readers, who accused him of having become a reactionary, he was 
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paying a high price for his “dissent from dissent.” Even his son Peter, who was 
at this time a PhD candidate at the University of California at Berkeley, 
questioned his father’s position. Peter Ascoli later reflected: 
My disagreement with Papa over the Vietnam War was a traumatic 
experience for me. I had always accepted his beliefs without 
question. In the case of the war, I fundamentally disagreed. He and 
I had a few heated discussions on the subject. I understood his 
point of view, but I could not agree with it. We decided by mutual 
consent that we would not discuss the subject, since neither one 
would ever convince the other to his point of view.207 
To defend himself against his critics Ascoli once again wrote an editorial 
comment entitled “Somewhat Personal.”208 Published in January 1968, only a 
few days before the Tet Offensive, which would effectively destroy what was 
left of the liberal consensus, the item countered the notion that Ascoli had 
become “an enemy of dissent.” He had been a dissenter all his life, Ascoli 
argued, pointing to his experiences in Fascist Italy and his opposition to 
McCarthy during the early 1950s. In Italy, he learned that “dissent … means 
growing isolation, breakup or dessication of friendly relationships, giving up of 
ambitions, a sort of secluded life with a few, very few, true friends to whom one 
is united by a mutual sense of affection, little hope, and much despair.” The 
Reporter’s anti-McCarthy campaign, Ascoli recalled, had a similar result: “I had 
gone too far, it was said, and the number of people at social or journalistic 
gatherings who had some difficulty recognizing me was disconcertingly large.” 
In both cases – Mussolini and McCarthy – Ascoli was quick to point out, he had 
been proven right. Now, Ascoli was once again under attack for having adopted 
an unpopular position: 
I must confess that this last bout is a singularly bitter one. On the 
other side, there is a mob that calls itself liberal and in that mob 
there are people who have been and are dear to me. A has-been 
friend is a horrible thing that I still refuse to accept. The feeling of 
loneliness I have experienced twice sometimes returns. Yet, I must 
say that I have no qualms. This does not come from the fact that I 
have been proven right twice. Rather, it comes from the conviction 
that when dissent is so pampered by public officials and is so 
freely used, it is worth exactly what it costs to be exercised: 
nothing. 
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My dissent from the dissenters is neither easy nor cheap, and if I 
am wrong, I can only say that I cannot do otherwise.209 
Ascoli’s comments elicited a great many encouraging letters from The 
Reporter’s readers, who praised him for his courage and integrity. One of them 
wrote: 
Your editorials in the last two issues of The Reporter sounded as 
if you would like to hear from the cheering section of your readers. 
So, this is probably a good time to write to you to tell you that my 
family and I have enjoyed reading The Reporter ever since it 
appeared. We have always respected your judgment, your fairness, 
and your tolerance although we have not always agreed with you. 
… I am sure that you have more friends in the hinterland than you 
believe.210 
Such expressions of support and appreciation could not, however, compensate 
for the many negative – sometimes even abusive – letters Ascoli received in 
response to his editorials and could not, therefore, dispel Ascoli’s fear that he 
had lost the support of the majority of his readers.211 
When President Johnson announced, in late March, that he planned to 
halt the bombing and would not run for reelection, Ascoli was both angry and 
disappointed. He felt that Johnson had abdicated his responsibility to both the 
South Vietnamese and the American electorate. “For those of us,” he wrote, 
“who have maintained confidence in the President, sometimes at a rather heavy 
cost, the sense of having been let down is hard.”212 Ascoli proceeded to even 
more fiercely denounce Robert Kennedy, who was now the favored candidate 
for the Democratic nomination. He had not earned this nomination, Ascoli 
argued: “Robert Kennedy has so far only one attainment: he is a Kennedy, and 
at this time the one in line of succession.” Ascoli once again accused the 
Kennedys of Bonapartism: “The election is due him, not because of what he is 
saying in the campaign or because of what he has done in the past: destiny wills 
it. … It may well happen,” Ascoli added. “He may win. Whoever said that 
America could not be unmade?”213 After the assassination of Robert Kennedy in 
June of that year and the anti-war demonstrations and mayhem at the 
Democratic Convention in Chicago Ascoli turned away from the Democratic 
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Party altogether. In November 1968 he voted for Republican candidate Richard 
Nixon, whom The Reporter had consistently attacked and ridiculed during the 
1950s. In a telegram to the New York Times, announcing his endorsement of 
Nixon, Ascoli wrote: “I have been against him. Now I see Richard Nixon as a 
sober, firm man who has overcome more reverses than any other figure in 
public life. I am sure he is aware that the major danger facing our country is 
chaos. I trust he will be the President we need.”214 
The Collapse of the Liberal Consensus 
By the time of The Reporter’s folding in June 1968, the liberal consensus was 
no longer merely in disarray; it was about to collapse. Liberal intellectuals had 
been questioning the assumptions that lay at the foundation of both foreign and 
domestic policy for some time. They had discarded the Cold War assumptions 
about the nature of international Communism and their idealism about 
America’s role in international affairs. The assassination of Martin Luther King 
in early April 1968, followed by violent race riots in Washington, DC, Chicago, 
and Baltimore, and the assassination of Robert Kennedy in early June shattered 
liberal optimism about the perfectibility and moral exceptionalism of American 
society. As the fragmentation and polarization of American society reached new 
heights, liberal intellectuals abandoned the convictions that had united them 
during the post-war years and the liberal community fell apart. From this 
shattering of the liberal consensus new intellectual alignments emerged, the 
most prominent of which was neoconservatism. 
How should we interpret Max Ascoli’s “dissent from dissent” in this 
new intellectual context? Had he become a conservative, as his critics would 
have us believe? It is telling that, upon its folding, The Reporter received praise 
from William Buckley, editor of the conservative National Review, who 
applauded the magazine’s unyielding policy on Vietnam and Ascoli’s firm 
belief “in America and in its role as the world’s predominant power.” Buckley 
noted: “These last years the pages of the Reporter have been notable for a firm, 
historically informed defense of American presence in Southeast Asia against 
her critics, opponents and enemies, domestic and foreign.”215 Ascoli’s fierce 
anti-Communism and his continued belief in America’s international leadership 
role certainly resembled the conservative intellectuals’ convictions and he also 
shared their belief that the liberals were to blame for the country sliding out of 
control.216 In his final editorial, Ascoli denounced the “amorphous” type of 
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liberalism “prevailing in this country – a strange mixture of old-fashioned 
populism sustained by the firm belief in the healing power of bureaucracy, 
particularly when this power is exercised by freewheeling liberals.”217 Ascoli 
did not, however, condemn liberalism altogether. In fact, he continued to 
persistently refer to himself as a liberal, even after voting for Nixon in 1968. 
What he was looking for, what he had been looking for all along, was a 
different kind of liberalism, a kind of liberalism that prioritized foreign affairs 
and was wary of big government. Had Ascoli been a younger man and had he 
lived to see the 1980s, he might have felt at home with the neoconservative 
movement. As Richard Tomes has pointed out, however, neoconservatism “was 
remarkably sober in tone, unambitious in scope, and extraordinarily cautious in 
its willingness to generalize throughout its first two decades, focusing on 
domestic affairs.”218 In 1968, their foreign policy views were much more 
subdued than Ascoli’s and their anti-Communism went unstated.219 What set 
Ascoli apart from the neoconservatives was that he did not envision a new 
political philosophy. His views did not signify a deviation from earlier 
convictions. 
Media accounts of The Reporter’s folding, particularly those in foreign 
publications, explicitly linked the magazine’s demise to the collapse of 
American liberalism. “America is the poorer by one voice of its classical 
liberalism,” the Frankfurter Allgemeine noted. “The magazine … which was 
never progressive but persevering in its defence of the specific American 
concepts of freedom and democracy, found its justification in the fifties. The 
Americans of the sixties put these concepts in question especially whenever 
they lead to a collision with the Communist world. They came to prefer to read 
about Vietnam and the policies of Lyndon Johnson in other, newer publications 
which stood left of The Reporter.”220 Die Welt, another German newspaper, 
emphasized the symbolical significance of The Reporter’s folding, which came 
at a time when “the continued existence of such a magazine seems essential for 
the survival of an archetypal American political tradition.” As more and more 
liberals renounced the fundamental liberal belief in effecting change through 
democratic means, Ascoli was among the few who continued to warn them 
against such a compromise with radicalism. The Reporter’s demise thus 
signalled the “unmistakable sell-out” of American liberalism.221 In the British 
New Statesman Nora Sayre described The Reporter as “distinctly a creature of 
the Fifties” and a “victim of the end of the Cold War.” According to Sayre, The 
Reporter “crystallized the contrast between the Old Left and the New: It seethed 
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with the horror of Communism which seems ridiculous to current 
revolutionaries.” She added: “Whatever ‘liberalism’ means now, it streamed 
across the Reporter’s pages of the 1950s.”222 
Martin Doudna argued that The Reporter did not, objectively speaking, 
shift to the right. Max Ascoli’s convictions remained consistent while American 
liberalism changed. Doudna pointed out that The Reporter and American 
liberalism had been somewhat divided from the very beginning, but this 
divergence had gone largely unnoticed during the 1950s because The Reporter 
and the liberal community were in agreement on a number of important issues, 
including civil liberties, civil rights, and the threat posed by international 
Communism. It was not until the early 1960s that American liberals began to 
notice the discrepancy between The Reporter’s views and their own. According 
to Doudna there were three characteristics that set The Reporter apart from 
American liberalism: Max Ascoli’s European background, his conviction that 
Communism was morally reprehensible, and the magazine’s unremitting 
emphasis on foreign affairs. Doudna argued that all three of these characteristics 
were so inextricably bound up with The Reporter’s origins and objectives, that 
the magazine could not simply adjust them to changing circumstances, as many 
American liberals did during the 1960s. While Ascoli remained unrelenting in 
his anti-Communism and his opposition to isolationism, American liberals 
began to re-evaluate the threat of international Communism as well as the 
precedence of international affairs in US politics. The Reporter thus paid the 
price of ideological consistency.223 
This chapter does not so much challenge Doudna’s interpretation, as 
aim to amend it. Although there was certainly a shift in American liberalism 
that made the discrepancies that were there all along more visible, it is not 
strictly true that The Reporter’s Cold War stance remained consistent. Although 
the three characteristics Doudna mentions were present from The Reporter’s 
earliest beginnings, there was a noticeable shift in emphasis. Instead of the 
magazine remaining faithful to its beliefs, while the prevailing opinion went in 
the opposite direction, it seems that The Reporter and the liberal community 
were simultaneously shifting in opposite directions. As this chapter 
demonstrates, The Reporter’s Cold War stance of the early 1960s – when 
readers first criticized The Reporter for shifting to the right – was characterized 
by firm resolve. These were the years when the magazine’s Cold War 
convictions consolidated. From 1965 on, however, there was an actual shift, not 
only in emphasis, but in The Reporter’s stance, indicated by its changing 
attitude toward the government, its emphasis on military intervention, and its 
loss of flexibility and diversity of opinion. As this chapter demonstrates, Ascoli 
was less consistent in his views than he would have himself and his readers 
believe. 
                                                     
222 Nora Sayre, “Death of the Reporter,” New Statesman 76, no. 1952 (August 9, 1968), 168-9. 
223 Doudna, Concerned About the Planet. 
 Chapter 11 – Demise & Folding 
The dates of The Reporter’s inception and folding perfectly symbolize the 
agenda and ideology it represented. The year 1949 marked the solidification of 
the Cold War. It was the year in which the Soviet Union proved that it too could 
successfully detonate an atomic bomb, as well as the year in which the People’s 
Republic of China was founded. The tumultuous year 1968 brought to a head 
the controversy and disunity of the 1960s. It was the year of the Tet offensive, 
the assassinations of Robert Kennedy and Martin Luther King, and massive 
student and antiwar riots. 
In March of that year, President Lyndon B. Johnson announced that the 
resistance to his administration’s policies on Vietnam had become too much for 
him and that he would not run for reelection. Just a few days later Max Ascoli 
announced his decision to fold The Reporter. The timing of Ascoli’s 
announcement thus seemed to suggest that, like Johnson, he had given up going 
against the current and that his decision had been brought on by external 
pressure. It appeared to many outsiders that The Reporter’s incessant support 
for the Vietnam War, as a result of which it suffered from a declining renewal 
rate and a faltering sale of advertising space, had forced the magazine to fold. 
Media accounts cited financial difficulties, brought on by the context of the 
times, as the primary reason for The Reporter’s demise. 
The context of the time – the Vietnam War in particular – certainly 
played a role in The Reporter’s folding, but it was not the only factor. Scrutiny 
of the magazine’s archives reveals that an intricate combination of internal and 
external factors caused its demise. These factors included financial difficulties; 
the magazine’s alleged shift to the right; a general loss of vitality and increasing 
predictability in the magazine’s reporting; Max Ascoli’s health and age; and his 
inability to find a suitable successor.1 
By applying journalism historian Antoon van Zuilen’s magazine life 
cycle theory to The Reporter, this chapter demonstrates that Max Ascoli’s 
personality did not, as Doudna argued, form the primary reason for the 
magazine’s demise. The decline was caused by a number of factors with which 
every magazine is confronted sooner or later. Examining The Reporter in the 
context of this magazine life cycle theory illustrates that its decline actually 
started during the early 1960s and was the result of changes in the magazine’s 
staff as well as its contents. While the first part of this chapter explores The 
Reporter’s rise and fall in the context of this magazine life cycle theory, the 
                                                     
1 Martin Doudna concluded that not financial difficulties, but Ascoli’s refusal to relinquish 
control of the magazine formed the real reason for The Reporter’s demise. Although this 
conclusion is still valid, it should be noted that Doudna’s account, written only three years after 
The Reporter’s folding, was based on media accounts and interviews with former staff members 
who were still disgruntled over Ascoli’s decision to fold. As a result, Doudna’s account focused 
primarily on the disagreement between Ascoli and his staff. This chapter profits from historical 
distance, which makes it possible to move beyond the resentment and bitterness of a number of 
former staff members which featured prominently in Doudna’s account of The Reporter’s folding. 
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second part examines the most widely cited reason for The Reporter’s folding: 
the financial difficulties caused by a combination of rising costs, increased 
competition, a drop in circulation, and a drop in advertising revenue. The third 
part focuses on The Reporter’s decline and outlines the reasons for its loss of 
vitality. Drawing on material from The Reporter’s archives, the fourth part of 
this chapter describes Max Ascoli’s failed search for a successor, the path to the 
decision to fold, and the failed attempt to sell The Reporter and merge the 
magazine with Harper’s. The final part of this chapter is devoted to reactions to 
The Reporter’s folding and a brief discussion of Ascoli’s withdrawal from 
public life during the years that followed The Reporter’s demise. 
Magazine Life Cycles 
During the 1960s the decline of four prominent mass audience magazines – 
Collier’s, The Saturday Evening Post, Look, and Life, which folded in 1956, 
1969, 1971, and 1972 respectively – led to a great deal of discussion about the 
future of the magazine publishing industry.2 What emerged from these 
discussions was the theory of magazine life cycles; the notion that magazines, 
like people, had a natural life-span. This theory proposed that magazines arise to 
fulfill a certain need, go through youth and maturity, and when they have 
accomplished their goal, decline into old age and fade away. 
In his study The Life Cycle of Magazines (1977), journalism historian 
Antoon van Zuilen defined five stages in the life of a magazine: development, 
growth, maturity, saturation, and decline and death. This theory applies 
particularly well to The Reporter and helps to accurately trace the onset of the 
magazine’s demise. The first stage, the development stage, is aimed at testing 
the magazine’s formula and introducing it to potential readers and advertisers. 
In the case of The Reporter, this stage would include the trial-period, from 1947 
till 1949, as well as the first years of its existence. The growth stage, 
characterized by an accelerated growth of circulation, commenced in 1951, 
when the magazine first began accepting advertising and when its circulation 
began to expand rapidly. According to Van Zuilen, this is a critical stage for any 
magazine because it has to establish its place in the magazine market and 
withstand competition. If the new magazine does not succeed in expanding its 
circulation and newsstand sales it will have to lower its advertising rates which 
will result in a loss of income. As a result, many magazines do not survive this 
stage. Since The Reporter’s survival did not depend on financial solvency, the 
magazine successfully proceeded to the maturity stage. By 1955 it had 
established its place in the magazine market, its circulation declining slightly, 
                                                     
2 For detailed discussion of the circumstances surrounding the demise of these magazines see: 
Otto Friedrich, Decline and Fall: The Struggle for Power at a Great American Magazine “The 
Saturday Evening Post” (New York: Harper & Row, 1970); Erika Doss, ed., Looking at Life 
Magazine (Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution Press, 2001); and John Tebbel and Mary 
Ellen Zuckerman, The Magazine in America, 1741-1990 (New York: Oxford University Press, 
1991). 
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due to the fact that the initial demand for the magazine had been satisfied. As 
Van Zuilen has pointed out, this is a time in a magazine’s existence when it has 
to actively pursue new potential readers, while at the same time warding off 
complacency, which could have a disastrous effect on circulation and on 
advertising revenue. In order to do so the magazine may redesign its editorial 
contents. If it does so too drastically or too suddenly, however, this may result 
in alienation of the magazine’s readership. As we have seen, The Reporter 
launched such a campaign when its readership had reached the 100,000 mark. In 
1955 and 1956 Harlan Cleveland successfully restyled The Reporter’s editorial 
contents and revised its business operations, generating both an increase in 
circulation and in advertising revenue, while retaining the magazine’s identity. 
According to Van Zuilen, the saturation stage is characterized by 
diminishing profits, due to increased circulation and promotion expenses. In 
order to maintain its circulation, which serves as the basis for advertising 
revenue, the magazine may resort to such measures as reducing its staff and 
appointing new editors, advertising and circulation managers, or finding a new 
publisher. In addition, it may be necessary to initiate a large-scale promotion 
campaign, offering cheap trial-subscriptions to a large number of potential 
readers and reduced long-term rates to subscribers who are about to let their 
subscription lapse. Although The Reporter’s circulation continued to grow 
during the 1960s, there is a discernible reduction in growth starting in 1961. The 
magazine’s circulation figures did not decline, but it became increasingly 
difficult to retain readers for longer periods of time. As a result, The Reporter’s 
circulation maintenance became more costly. Upon The Reporter’s demise, 
Newsweek noted that during its final years the magazine had depended to a large 
extent on “revolving door” readers, “subscribers who tried the magazine for a 
year or so and then dropped it.”3 Reflecting on the magazine’s demise, Robert 
Cowley – who served as associate editor on The Reporter in 1965 and 1966 and 
continued to work in the book and magazine publishing industry after that – 
noted that in the magazine business renewal rates are much more important than 
subscription rates. It seems plausible that The Reporter had a relatively low 
renewal rate during the 1960s. The loyal subscribers of the 1950s were replaced 
by new subscribers who tried the magazine out and then dropped it when the 
affordable trial-subscription ran out. Such trial-subscriptions were very costly 
for the magazine.4 It is telling that The Reporter frequently received complaints 
about its “hard sell” renewal policy.5 From 1961 on The Reporter also 
                                                     
3 “Reporter’s End,” Newsweek 71, no. 17 (April 22, 1968), 62. 
4 Robert Cowley, interview with author, Malden, The Netherlands, 16 December 2001. 
5 The promotion material that was sent to Reporter subscribers who were about to let their 
subscriptions lapse made it clear that reading The Reporter was a moral obligation. The Reporter 
was dedicated to “the continuing fight to preserve America’s liberties, its free institutions” and in 
order to do so effectively the magazine needed the moral support of as many responsible 
Americans as possible. This approach often had a reverse effect, as a 1960 cartoon in the 
Washington Daily News demonstrated. The cartoon depicted a subscriber who had let his 
subscription to The Reporter lapse and received a barrage of mailings from the magazine’s 
circulation department, berating him for his “deliberate abstention from civic responsibility.” This 
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consistently offered one-year subscriptions at half price. These examples 
indicate that during the early 1960s The Reporter launched exactly the type of 
promotion campaign to which Van Zuilen referred in his description of the 
saturation stage. 
Although The Reporter managed, by way of this campaign, to expand 
its subscription base, it is important to point out that many of the new 
subscriptions that were sold were long-term subscriptions for three years or 
more. According to Van Zuilen such long-term subscriptions, which were paid 
in advance, were “liabilities on the future.” Due to inflation and rising costs, 
Van Zuilen argued, “the inexpensive and long-term … subscriptions of today 
have a decided tendency to become the deadweight millstone around the 
publisher’s neck within the next few years.” At a time when rising costs and 
increased competition hampered the magazine’s survival, this was especially 
true for The Reporter. While in 1955 long-term subscriptions – for three years 
or more – had accounted for 11 percent of the total subscriptions sold, by 1967 
they comprised 39 percent of the total subscriptions sold. It is also important to 
note that in 1955 The Reporter did not offer subscriptions that ran more than 
three years. In 1967 the magazine also offered subscriptions for five years.6 
Taking Van Zuilen’s comments about the saturation stage into account, this is a 
clear indication that during the 1960s The Reporter’s solvability decreased 
significantly. 
Financial Difficulties 
When Ascoli announced his decision to close the magazine to the Reporter 
staff, he wrote: “Many factors have led to my decision. Rising production costs, 
increasingly costly circulation maintenance, lack of advertising support are just 
some of the factors that have added to the difficulty of financing the continued 
operating losses of The Reporter Magazine. … I have published The Reporter 
over the years despite ever-increasing deficits but I have finally reached the 
point where continued operation is economically impossible.”7 The press 
release he sent out to announce The Reporter’s imminent folding also 
mentioned “the increasingly heavy editorial and financial burden” as the reason 
for his decision.8 Most media accounts, therefore, cited financial difficulties as 
the primary reason for the magazine’s demise. During the 1960s many 
magazines were struggling with rising production costs. During this decade the 
                                                                                                                                  
reader also received an essay by De Tocqueville on the American conscience, as well as the 
collected works of Justice Felix Frankfurter. Subsequently, the Reporter mailings warned him 
about the imminent collapse of liberalism, urged him to think, and ultimately held him responsible 
for the failure of the 1960 Paris summit. George Hinckley, form letter, 25 September 1961, box 
154, folder 4, MAC; Cartoon by Jules Feiffer, The Washington Daily News, July 13, 1960, 
clipping, box 152, folder 8, MAC. See also letters to the editor in box 152, folder 8, MAC. 
6 Audit Bureau of Circulation, “Audit Report – Magazine,” 1951, box 5, folder 2, MAC; Audit 
Bureau of Circulation, “Magazine Publisher’s Statement,” 1967, box 5, folder 2, MAC. 
7 MA to members of the staff of The Reporter, memorandum, 9 April 1968, box 215, MAC. 
8 Press release, 9 April 1968, box 215, MAC. 
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cost of paper increased with seven percent, while the postal rates increased with 
a stunning 110 percent.9 Consequently, journalists reasoned that rising costs and 
a drop in both circulation figures and advertising revenue had brought about The 
Reporter’s demise. 
The Reporter’s financial difficulties were caused by a number of 
developments. The magazine’s editorial stance on the Vietnam War caused 
many long-time readers to cancel their subscriptions. The magazine’s 
diminishing prestige and the controversy that surrounded it during its final years 
also deterred advertisers. In addition, the 1960s saw the inception of a number 
of new magazines which became direct competitors for The Reporter’s 
readership. The New York Review of Books, founded in 1963, appealed to many 
disenchanted liberals. Irving Kristol’s The Public Interest challenged The 
Reporter even more directly. Founded in 1965, Kristol’s magazine was devoted 
to public service through critical evaluation of government policy, one of The 
Reporter’s strong points during the 1950s. As one commentator on The 
Reporter’s demise, writing for the Virginian-Pilot, pointed out: “The New 
Yorker Magazine, which could be considered a competitor for part of The 
Reporter’s readers, began to pay closer attention to the quality of its 
international reporting. The pioneering efforts of The Reporter in such fields as 
in-depth book reviews and commentary on social-cultural affairs were copied 
by other magazines. And, perhaps most important of all, The Nation and New 
Republic pulled out of their post-war slump and sharpened their editorial 
comment – once one of The Reporter’s strong points.”10 Opposition to the 
Vietnam War revitalized such traditional mainstays of American liberalism as 
The Nation, The New Republic, Partisan Review, and Dissent. This increased 
competition within the field of intellectual and opinion magazines enticed 
readers, contributors, and advertisers away from The Reporter. 
When viewed in the larger context of developments in the magazine 
publishing industry it becomes clear that the rapid changes that characterized 
the industry in the post-war era also played an important role in The Reporter’s 
demise. During the 1960s new media – television and the paperback books in 
particular – became serious contenders for magazine audiences. Television not 
only became a major competitor for magazine audiences, but also for 
advertising revenue, as advertisers no longer needed magazines to reach a mass 
audience. Although the mass market consumer magazines – which were 
dependent primarily on advertising revenue for their survival – were hit hardest 
by this loss of advertising dollars to television it is important to note that all 
magazines were affected by these changes in the magazine publishing industry. 
The highly competitive nature of the magazine market during these years forced 
magazines to lower their advertising rates, raise their subscription rates, change 
their formulas and professionalize their advertising, promotion, and circulation 
                                                     
9 Tebbel and Zuckerman, The Magazine in America, 1741-1990, 247. 
10 “Exit The Reporter,” The Virginian-Pilot, April 13, 1968, clipping, box 214, MAC. 
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departments in order to survive.11 The Reporter could have survived the 
financial difficulties it was facing if Max Ascoli would have passed the 
magazine on to a new editor, willing to drastically change its business 
operations. 
When assessing a magazine’s financial situation the number of 
advertising pages is often more telling than the circulation figure. As we have 
seen in Chapter 3 (Financial Background & Readership), advertising formed 
one of The Reporter’s major problems from the start. Harlan Cleveland made a 
serious attempt to professionalize The Reporter’s business operations during his 
time as publisher in 1955 and 1956. After Cleveland left The Reporter, 
however, the magazine’s editorial side once again took precedence over its 
business side. Philip Horton, who as Ascoli’s second-in-command was most 
aware of The Reporter’s long-term difficulties, became increasingly frustrated 
during the 1960s because Ascoli was unwilling to make certain changes which 
he believed were required to ensure the magazine’s survival. Of all The 
Reporter’s former staff-members Horton was most disconcerted about Ascoli’s 
decision to fold the magazine. Bitterly, he later reflected: 
On the business side of the magazine it was a disaster. There was 
nobody ever in charge of the business end of the operation who 
really knew what the hell they were doing. And … I’m sorry to 
say, this did trace back to Ascoli, in the sense that he found it 
difficult to delegate real responsibilities to anybody, particularly in 
an area where he wasn’t very familiar himself, namely business. 
So we had a succession of, you know, circulation directors, 
advertising directors ... who were really busts. And years and years 
were lost, you see, and a lot of money was lost because of that. I 
always thought, and I think some of the people around The 
Reporter shared my view, that given really expert, efficient 
business management the deficits could have been reduced 
considerably.12 
As the comments illustrate, Horton believed that The Reporter could have 
survived if its deficiencies – both on the editorial and on the business side – had 
been adequately addressed. In effect, Ascoli’s inability – or unwillingness – to 
turn The Reporter into a cost-effective enterprise precluded the magazine’s 
survival without his personal financial support. 
                                                     
11 For a detailed discussion of the transformation of the magazine publishing industry during the 
1960s see Tebbel and Zuckerman, The Magazine in America, 1741-1990; Richard E. Wolseley, 
Understanding Magazines (Ames, IA: Iowa State University Press, 1965); and David 
Abrahamson, Magazine-Made America. The Cultural Transformation of the Postwar Periodical, 
Hampton Press Communication Series (Cresskill, NJ: Hampton Press, Inc., 1996). During the 
1960s, this transformation of the magazine industry also led to a great deal of speculation about 
the future of the magazine. See for example Robert and Christine Root, “Magazines in the United 
States: Dying or Thriving?,” Journalism Quarterly 41(Winter 1964), 15-22 and Theodore 
Peterson, “Magazine Publishing in the U.S., 1960,” Gazette, 6, no. 2 (1960), 105-17. 
12 Philip Horton, interview with Martin K. Doudna, 12 January, 1971, box 214, MAC. 
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As Figure 1 illustrates, The Reporter was battling decreasing 
advertising revenue throughout the 1960s. From 1962 on the number of 
advertising pages steadily decreased. There was a slight, but short-lived, 
recovery in 1965. It is important to note that such an increase in the number of 
advertising pages does not necessarily indicate an increase in solvability. It is 
likely that The Reporter lowered its advertising rates in order to attract new 
advertisers. The bi-weekly glossy, full-color, two-page spreads by IBM, 
General Electric, Lockheed, and similar corporate advertisers, do indeed suggest 
that The Reporter lowered it advertising rates. In 1965 the magazine charged 
$1000 for a full-page ad. In 1962, the Saturday Review, Harper’s, The Atlantic, 
and The New Yorker, with which The Reporter was in direct competition for 
advertisers, were already charging $2236, $2051, $2100, and $3299 
respectively.13 
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The drop in advertising seems to have been linked only indirectly to 
The Reporter’s stance on the Vietnam War. As the example of The New Yorker 
indicates, most advertisers during these years were deterred not by support for, 
but by opposition to the Vietnam War. Throughout the 1960s, The New Yorker 
ranked first or second in number of advertising pages sold by American 
                                                     
13 The corresponding circulation figures were 200,000 for The Reporter in 1965 and 302,967 (The 
Reporter), 274,980 (Harper’s), 286,504 (The Atlantic), and 445,253 (The New Yorker) in 1962. 
Association of National Advertisers. 1962 Supplement to Magazine Circulation and Rate Trends, 
1940-1961 (New York: Association of National Advertisers, 1963), 2, 8. 
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consumer magazines. In fact, in 1966 The New Yorker sold the largest number 
of advertising pages of any magazine in the history of publishing. By 1970, 
however, its advertising had dropped by fifty percent, a decline which seemed 
to be linked directly to the magazine’s early opposition to the Vietnam War, 
which attracted a new, young audience. As John Tebbel and Mary Ellen 
Zuckerman pointed out in their book The Magazine in America (1991), bad 
demographics formed the cause of The New Yorker’s loss of advertising: 
“Surveying this much more youthful market, many advertisers of luxury goods 
concluded that The New Yorker had acquired the wrong kind of readers, from 
their standpoint. It was this perception … that accounted for the magazine’s 
precipitate slide in advertising pages as the war in Vietnam ground down to its 
bitter end.”14 
Since The Reporter had always attracted advertisers similar to those 
advertising in The New Yorker it seems unlikely that The Reporter’s continued 
support of the Vietnam War would have the same effect. The opposite, in fact, 
seems to have been the case. Whereas conservative corporations withdrew their 
advertising from The New Yorker, The Reporter’s share of corporate advertising 
increased in step with the solidification of its stance on the war in Vietnam.15 It 
does seem, however, that the drop in advertising from publishers and book 
clubs was connected to a shift in The Reporter’s readership. This shift, in turn, 
may have been induced by the magazine’s perceived shift to the right. As The 
Reporter’s readership shifted from academic to business, corporate advertising 
increased, while advertising by publishers and book clubs decreased. It is 
important to note that this second category had always formed the mainstay of 
The Reporter’s advertising. As the magazine’s prestige diminished and the 
competition in the opinion magazine field increased, these advertisers took their 
business elsewhere. Corporate advertisers seem to have been attracted by The 
Reporter’s support for the Vietnam War and its increased business readership. 
By the late 1960s, however, it was clear that the magazine was in trouble and 
advertising once again steadily decreased.16 
By 1965 The Reporter had entered its final stage; decline and death. 
According to Van Zuilen, there are a number of tell-tale signs that a magazine is 
entering this final stage. Firstly, “circulation and single copy newsstand sales 
usually show a strong tendency to decline” during this stage. As Van Zuilen 
pointed out, “this is not, however, always a directly discernible trend.” 
Oftentimes, the number of subscribers actually increases, through heavily 
discounted subscription offers. This does not, however, mean increased 
                                                     
14 Tebbel and Zuckerman, The Magazine in America, 1741-1990, 314-15. 
15 It is interesting to note that among the new accounts The Reporter added to its advertising list 
during 1965, 1966 and 1967 were Lockheed, General Dynamics, Standard Oil, United 
Technology Corporation, Boeing, and General Electric, all corporations which were involved, in 
one way or another, in the war effort. 
16 The Reporter’s archives do not provide information on the magazine’s advertising rates. It is 
not possible, therefore, to determine which type of advertising was more lucrative. It seems likely 
that corporate advertisers paid higher rates, but at the same time it also seems likely that the 
magazine gave these advertisers a discount in order to obtain their business. 
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solvability for the magazine, nor does it impress advertisers. The increasing loss 
of advertising pages forms another tell-tale sign of the arrival of this final stage 
in the magazine’s life-cycle. As Van Zuilen emphasized, advertisers are very 
susceptible to any signs of weakness or decline and in the case of The Reporter 
it was hard to miss the protests in the letters to the editor section. “Nothing 
spreads as fast as rumors concerning the plight of a magazine in trouble,” Van 
Zuilen pointed out, “even if these rumors are completely unfounded, false or 
malicious.” Such rumors often result in “growing disinterest of the advertising 
agencies in the publication and a reluctance to meet its sales representatives.”17 
The combination of an increase in expenses and a decrease in revenue 
eventually leads to the magazine’s demise.18 
The fact that The Reporter’s life-cycle closely followed Van Zuilen’s 
model indicates that even though the magazine was privately funded, circulation 
figures and advertising revenue played a crucial role in its long-term survival. 
As we have seen, The Reporter operated at a loss throughout its existence. We 
have also seen that since 1955 these losses had been off-set by the profits from 
the Fortnightly Corporation’s other ventures. Nathan Levin, the Ascolis’ 
financial adviser, referred to the initiation of this construction in 1955 as “the 
turning point in the financial history of The Reporter.” Without the earnings 
from these other ventures, the magazine would not have survived.19 When 
Ascoli withdrew as publisher and editor-in-chief, however, this financial 
construction would have to be dismantled. Ascoli realized that the only way the 
magazine could survive long-term was if it became completely self-sufficient 
financially. To achieve that goal, its format and formula would have to be 
changed. Since he did not want that to happen, Ascoli decided that his own 
departure would mean the end of The Reporter. 
Loss of Vitality 
In order to extend its life cycle, a magazine has to reinvent itself at regular 
intervals, adapting its formula and editorial policy to the context of the times. 
As we have seen, The Reporter did so successfully in the mid-1950s. According 
to Van Zuilen, the length of a magazine’s life cycle depends on the specific 
need it aims to fulfill. The Reporter certainly had the potential to fulfill a 
permanent need: a need for in-depth reporting on international affairs and for 
critical investigative reporting on the domestic scene. During the 1960s, 
                                                     
17 A.J. van Zuilen, The Life Cycle of Magazines. A Historical Study of the Decline and Fall of the 
General Interest Mass Audience Magazine in the United States during the Period 1946-1972 
(Uithoorn: Graduate Press, 1977), 279. 
18 Ibid., 268-286. Although Van Zuilen’s model dates from 1977, it has not been challenged or 
updated since. David Abrahamson uses Van Zuilen’s study as one of the starting points for his 
own 1996 study Magazine-Made America, in which he focuses on the trend toward increasing 
specialization in magazines during the 1960s. 
19 Nathan Levin to Marion Ascoli, Shirley Katzander, R.C. Barnard, Leo Gottlieb, Fowler 
Hamilton, “Financial History of The Reporter-Fortnightly 1948-1977,” memorandum, December 
1983, box 215, MAC. 
Part III – The Reporter – A Cold War Magazine 
 
464 
however, it became more and more a one-issue magazine and increasingly lost 
touch with its readers, as we have seen in Chapter 10 (Turn to the Right?). As 
the numerous cancellation letters in the magazine’s archives attest, The 
Reporter lost many of its long-term subscribers during the 1960s. 
Although many subscribers cited The Reporter’s editorial stance – its 
support for the war in Vietnam in particular – as the primary reason for 
canceling their subscriptions, they also referred to predictability, staleness and a 
general lack of vitality which had crept into the magazine’s reporting during the 
1960s. It is important to note that this change in attitude among The Reporter’s 
readers occurred before Vietnam became a major point of controversy among 
American liberals. As early as 1962, Philip Horton voiced his concern with the 
fact that many of The Reporter’s long-term readers were losing interest in the 
magazine. Horton did not believe that Ascoli’s editorial policies were the reason 
for this loss of interest. “The … history of journalism,” he pointed out, 
“suggests that very few readers are scared off by the editorial stance on specific 
issues so long as the rest of the … magazine lives up to their expectations and 
continues to serve their needs.”20 Based on the subscriber letters and the 
complaints from friends and readers that had reached him by word of mouth, 
Horton believed that “the real reasons for the loss of interest have to do with 
coverage, presentation and style.”21 Many readers, Horton noted, complained 
that The Reporter had lost its “freshness, originality, and variety,” that the 
magazine had become “dull” and that it suffered from a “lack of humor and 
liveliness.”22 This loss of vitality was due to three interrelated developments: 
the departure of a number of key staff members, an increased emphasis on 
foreign affairs, and a more pronounced editorial line. 
Departure of Key Staff Members 
One of the key staff members who left The Reporter during the early 1960s was 
Marya Mannes. Throughout the 1950s Mannes contributed television and 
theater criticism as well as political satire and perceptive general articles. Her 
satirical poetry – as Sec. – formed her most important contribution to The 
Reporter, enlivening the magazine considerably throughout the 1950s. In 1961, 
however, she decided that it was time for Sec. to retire. Her increasingly busy 
schedule – which included television work as well as numerous writing 
assignments – left her less and less time to ponder current events. In addition, 
she felt that it had become increasingly difficult to comment on the current state 
of affairs in brief satirical poems. The times, she argued, were changing. The 
1950s, she noted, were much less “serious and critical” than the 1960s, a 
prescient observation, two years before the assassination of President John F. 
Kennedy and the escalation of the Vietnam War. “It was much easier to laugh at 
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Republicans and jab at McCarthy,” Mannes wrote, “than it is now to find 
amusement in Berlin, Vietnam, or JFK, not to speak of the bomb. For this 
reason,” she added, “I have had to resort to the frivolous and peripheral more 
than I would like and, furthermore, have neither the time nor the peace to work 
out a really serious poem on a really serious theme.”23 Significantly, Mannes 
also felt increasingly constrained in her efforts as The Reporter’s satirical 
conscience, as she wrote to Max Ascoli: 
One reason why I feel constrained to give up serious subjects is 
that you permit no opinions but your own. You have, of course, the 
right to do this, but the fact still remains that a muzzled poet is no 
poet. If I have to exert self-censorship all the time (don’t be mean 
to Ike, love Adenauer, love de Gaulle, be firm on Berlin, and many 
other things which I consider fair targets) my imagination withers 
and I wearily turn out something silly that is not what it should be 
but is all I can dredge up.24 
Mannes continued to work for The Reporter for another year, but eventually 
realized that she could no longer function in an atmosphere where she was not 
allowed to fully express her own ideas and opinions. The discrepancy between 
her own views and those of Max Ascoli was becoming increasingly clear. She 
left The Reporter in August 1963 to embark on a career of free-lance writing.25 
In her autobiography Out Of My Time (1971) she reflected as follows on her 
decision to leave The Reporter: 
I could no longer hide my deep political differences from my 
editor, and was not – like most of his writers – permitted to air 
them, even in the doggerel of Sec. Ascoli had grown increasingly 
… hostile to the Kennedy’s. Seeing himself as the only truly 
rational liberal voice in America he resented or denigrated those, 
especially Adlai Stevenson, who emerged as its favored symbols. 
In Europe, moreover, the only statesmen he listened to with 
respect and credence were De Gaulle and Adenauer … I saw The 
Reporter turn more and more from the very awareness that had 
made it for so long an expression of new political thinking and 
reporting that answered a growing need in intelligent Americans. 
By now it was edging predictably, and ironically, to the right.26 
With hindsight, Mannes’ departure seems to represent a turning point in The 
Reporter’s history. It was during the early 1960s that Max Ascoli’s vision of the 
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the New York Times. In 1964 she published a collection of essays – But Will It Sell? – and in 1968 
her novel They was published. She continued to speak her mind on issues such as women’s 
liberation and the environment. From 1965 on she was a vocal opponent of the Vietnam War. 
26 Marya Mannes, Out Of My Time (Garden City, NY: Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1971), 207-
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magazine as a platform for his personal ideas and worldview began to take 
precedence over the quality and originality of the articles that were published 
alongside his editorials. 
In addition to Mannes, a number of other key staff members and 
contributors also left The Reporter during the early 1960s. As Philip Horton 
pointed out to Max Ascoli: “For the first time since you established the 
magazine members of the staff are showing a loss of enthusiasm and confidence 
in the end product.”27 Charles Clift, who had been instrumental in many of The 
Reporter’s investigative exposés, left the magazine in 1959. Contributing editor 
Robert Bendiner, whose article “The Engineering of Consent” had won the 
1955 Benjamin Franklin Magazine Award, left The Reporter in 1960 for the 
New York Times. Both Paul Jacobs and Isaac Deutscher, whose articles had 
exceedingly enlivened The Reporter’s coverage, discontinued their 
contributions in 1961. Douglass Cater, who had served as the magazine’s 
Washington editor since 1952, began to reduce his responsibilities at The 
Reporter in 1963 and eventually left the magazine in 1964. In that same year 
managing editor Robert Bingham left for The New Yorker. The departure of 
these Reporter veterans resulted in a number of changes in the magazine’s 
coverage. As we have seen, the early 1960s saw the demise of The Reporter’s 
strong tradition of investigative reporting. This was, to a great extent, due to the 
departure of such skilled investigators as Charles Clift and Paul Jacobs. 
Increased Emphasis on Foreign Affairs 
Throughout the 1950s The Reporter was renowned for its investigative 
reporting and its Washington coverage. During this period the magazine’s 
coverage was usually equally divided between domestic and foreign affairs. 
During the 1960s, however, there was a notable shift in focus from domestic to 
foreign coverage. This increased emphasis on foreign affairs was due primarily 
to the departure of a number of prominent staff members who had made 
important contributions to The Reporter’s domestic coverage. A close 
examination of The Reporter’s tables of contents reveals a definite increase in 
the number of theme issues devoted to foreign affairs (see Figure 2).28 From 
                                                     
27 Philip Horton to MA, “Report of a Devil’s Advocate,” memorandum, n.d. [1962?], box 85, 
folder 4, MAC. 
28 It is important to point out that the division between foreign and domestic affairs was not 
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1961 on, The Reporter’s coverage of foreign affairs consistently surpassed its 
domestic coverage.29 
 
Figure 2: The Reporter's Front-of-the-Book Topics
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The Reporter had always devoted an exceptional amount of attention to 
international affairs and there had always been staff members who saw this as a 
shortcoming, arguing that in order to expand its readership the magazine needed 
to pay more attention to domestic issues, which concerned its readers more 
directly. During the 1950s Ascoli had been willing to listen to such advice,30 but 
in 1962 he chose to ignore that fact that, as Philip Horton pointed out, as a result 
of The Reporter’s increasingly international outlook, its domestic coverage was 
deteriorating. Noting that he could not think of “any commercially successful 
magazine in which the ration of foreign to domestic coverage is not almost the 
                                                     
29 The election years 1960 and 1964 form an exception. During election years The Reporter, 
generally speaking, devoted more attention to domestic than to foreign affairs. The years 1950-
1952 form another exception to the general pattern. Due to the outbreak of the Korean War The 
Reporter devoted a great deal more attention to foreign affairs during these years. 
30 Harlan Cleveland especially had been given license to change The Reporter’s format and in 
1959 a special effort was made to increase the magazine’s domestic coverage. This attempt was 
exceptionally effective. In 1959 the division between theme sections devoted to foreign and those 
devoted to domestic affairs was 25/75 instead of 50/50. During this year, The Reporter paid 
special attention not only to Washington affairs and partisan politics, but also to education, civil 
rights, the war on poverty, housing, health insurance, and the press. In addition, the magazine 
published a number of special reports on topics such as migrant labor in California, automobile 
safety, and juvenile delinquency. 
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reverse of that in the Reporter,” Horton warned that the magazine was bound to 
lose both prestige and circulation if this development was allowed to continue.31 
The Reporter’s Washington coverage, which had played an important 
role in establishing the magazine’s name during the 1950s, was deteriorating in 
particular. By the early 1960s The Reporter’s readers were complaining that the 
magazine no longer provided enough valuable insights into Washington’s key 
personalities, problems, and institutions.32 Horton argued that the magazine’s 
Washington coverage had become “haphazard and marginal.” Instead of 
“providing advanced coverage of important upcoming problems,” The Reporter 
was now “apt to bring up the rear.”33 
As Horton correctly pointed out, the magazine had come to rely 
increasingly on its staff writers, which had resulted in less diversity in the 
material available. Ascoli’s relationship with The Reporter’s foreign 
correspondents, the magazine’s new stars, was exceptionally close, aided, no 
doubt, by the fact that proximity did not get in the way: there were no everyday 
hassles, no fits of anger, and no personality clashes. Ascoli kept in close touch 
with all of them, considering them not only important contributors, but also his 
“eyes and ears” in Europe, keeping him up-to-date on developments in the 
countries where they were stationed. He had weekly transatlantic telephone 
conversations with Edmond Taylor.34 When George Bailey was diagnosed with 
cancer Ascoli advised him to come to the United States for medical treatment 
and wrote Bailey’s wife Beate: “You know my relationship with George is one 
of deep and sincerely felt friendship and not just one of employer to employee. 
Should my assistance be needed for the trip, I do hope you will let me know 
with absolute candor.”35 Claire Sterling was a special favorite of Ascoli’s. In the 
summer of 1955, pregnant with her second child, Sterling was on assignment in 
Zurich. When she had to go to the hospital due to complications Ascoli wrote: 
You are stationed in Zurich for the duration of the childbirth 
emergency on order from both the Ascolis. … Of course I know 
that Switzerland ain’t cheap, and therefore in my next letter … you 
are going to receive one supplementary grant as a personal present 
                                                     
31 Philip Horton to MA, “Report of a Devil’s Advocate,” memorandum, n.d. [1962?], box 85, 
folder 4, MAC. 
32 It is telling that while during the 1950s the magazine received awards for its investigative 
exposés and domestic coverage, during the 1960s most of the awards the magazine received were 
presented by the Overseas Press Club. In 1960, for example, George Bailey received an Overseas 
Press Club Award for his reporting on Germany for The Reporter. Denis Warner received two 
citations from the organization, one in 1965 and one in 1968, for his coverage of Southeast Asia. 
In 1961 The Reporter received an Overseas Press Club Award for its Latin American coverage 
and in 1966 Max Ascoli and the entire staff of The Reporter received a double citation for “best 
reporting from abroad” and for “best interpretation of foreign affairs.” “32 Major Journalism 
Awards to The Reporter and its Writers,” fact sheet for advertisers, n.d. [1966?], box 5, folder 1, 
MAC. 
33 Philip Horton to MA, TLS, 17 October 1962, box 85, folder 4, MAC. 
34 Philip Horton to Edmond Taylor, TLS (cc), 5 December 1960, box 38, folder 1, MAC. 
35 MA to Beate Bailey, TLS (cc), 21 January 1963, box 82, folder 23, MAC. 
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from the Ascolis. … Please don’t say anything silly: one of the few 
advantages of having dough is that sometimes the dough-ridden 
person can be of some assistance to a friend he is fond of. This is 
the way Marion and I feel, and you can shut up.36 
A few years later, Sterling picked up an exotic virus while on assignment in 
Algeria for The Reporter. She expressed her worry about being ill and unable to 
write any articles, but Ascoli told her: “I am sure that you will be neither 
surprised nor alarmed if I say that I am worried about you.… Do I need to add 
that much as I consider your stories for The Reporter among the best, I don’t 
give a hoot in hell about your articles now or in the coming months; above all, I 
want to know that you are well.”37 The fact that Claire Sterling, George Bailey, 
Edmond Taylor, and Denis Warner did not work in Ascoli’s direct proximity 
may also explain their extreme loyalty to The Reporter. Unlike many New York 
based staff members, they all worked for the magazine for many consecutive 
years. 
Their close relationship with Ascoli and the fact that they shared many 
of his ideas about the interpretation of foreign affairs ensured that the articles 
written by The Reporter’s foreign correspondents reinforced the magazine’s 
editorial line. Despite Horton’s complaint that Bailey and Taylor in particular 
could be used to better advantage if assigned to do “what the Reporter is almost 
uniquely equipped to do and what gives us our most important advantage over 
our competition: i.e. hard, detailed reporting on neglected situations and 
problems that are going to determine tomorrow’s headlines,” their articles were 
often times commissioned specifically to substantiate Ascoli’s editorial line on 
the crisis in Berlin, European unification, and the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO), and his admiration for Adenauer and De Gaulle.38 Due, 
in large part, to their close personal relationship with Ascoli, the foreign 
correspondents usually did not object when their articles were edited or 
rewritten to better augment the magazine’s editorial stance. In 1967 Donald 
Allen, managing editor at the time, observed: “I think we tend to have greater 
control over our foreign material, in the first place because most of our staff 
writers are foreign-based; secondly because we seem to have closer relations 
with writers abroad … who have written often for us, than we do with domestic 
writers, who seem less inclined to freelance, and who seem to raise more policy 
problems than foreign writers do.”39 As such, the foreign coverage by Sterling, 
Bailey, Taylor, and Warner played an important role in presenting the reader not 
only with the facts, but with the preferred interpretation of those facts as well. 
As early as 1962 Horton pointed out that The Reporter was in dire need 
of new contributors and new insights, in particular in the field of domestic 
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affairs.40 Max Ascoli did not, however, heed Horton’s advice. As the 1960s 
progressed, the Cold War conflict gained an even more prominent place in the 
magazine’s pages and The Reporter became more and more a one-man 
operation. From 1965 on, The Reporter’s pages would, to a large extent, be 
dominated by Vietnam coverage. 
More Pronounced Editorial Line 
Another consequence of these changes in the composition of The Reporter’s 
staff was a more pronounced editorial line and a concomitant decline of the 
diversity of opinion expressed in the magazine’s pages. Ascoli had, from the 
start, perceived The Reporter as his magazine. He was the one who set the 
editorial line and made the final decisions on all editorial matters. There had, 
however, always been certain members of the staff whom he considered his 
intellectual equals and whose advice he was willing to accept. In 1965 
Gouverneur Paulding, one of Ascoli’s closest friends on The Reporter’s staff, 
died of leukemia. Paulding was one of The Reporter’s original staff members. 
He had been instrumental in shaping The Reporter, the back-of-the-book in 
particular. As Martin Doudna has pointed out, Paulding was a central figure on 
The Reporter’s staff. Well-liked by all, he united the magazine’s staff. In 
addition, he assisted Ascoli in composing his editorials, helping him formulate 
his ideas in a language of which he was not a native speaker.41 
The new, young staff members who joined The Reporter during the 
1960s could not replace Reporter veterans such as Paulding. Ascoli, in his 
sixties at the time, simply did not consider them equal partners in intellectual 
discussions. He did have a good rapport with the magazine’s foreign 
correspondents, but they were not stationed at The Reporter’s New York offices 
and could, therefore, not serve as Ascoli’s day-to-day sounding boards. Without 
counterbalancing advice from friends Ascoli’s views, which had thus far been 
confined primarily to his editorials, began to permeate the magazine to a much 
greater extent. The consequent diminished diversity of opinion manifested itself 
in particular in The Reporter’s Vietnam coverage. Increasingly during the 1960s 
contributors and staff members were selected for their adherence to The 
Reporter’s editorial line.42 Those who did not agree with the magazine’s stance 
on the war in Vietnam met with such opposition from Ascoli that one by one 
they left the magazine. 
As we have seen in Chapter 7 (The Reporter’s Gradualist Approach to 
Civil Rights), civil rights was another area where, during the 1960s, The 
Reporter developed a firm editorial line which did not allow for much 
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deviation. The rejection, in 1964, of a review of James Baldwin’s controversial 
play Blues for Mister Charlie, forms a case-in-point. The Reporter rejected the 
review, written by Tom Driver, the magazine’s regular theater critic, because, as 
managing editor Robert Bingham pointed out, Driver’s endorsement of the play 
was “entirely antithetical to everything The Reporter ha[d] said on the 
subject.”43 Driver subsequently took his review to The Village Voice, where it 
was published accompanied by a letter in which Driver complained of having 
been “muzzled” by The Reporter. Instead of refuting this accusation of 
censorship Ascoli foolishly told The Village Voice: “I have said I turned it 
down. I am under no obligation to tell you the reasons.” In addition, he told the 
New York Post that he was “delighted” that Driver had resigned.44 The Reporter 
clearly did not do a very good job of countering the accusations of censorship 
raised by the press. Accurate or not, the accusations of censorship affected the 
perception many readers had of The Reporter, many of whom felt that the 
refusal to print Driver’s review epitomized the magazine’s loss of diversity. As 
one reader put it: “The Reporter used to be willing to print ‘controversial’ 
pieces; its refusal to do so in this case seems … to illustrate precisely what is 
wrong with the magazine now. … Despite my substantial disagreements with 
Mr. Driver,” he added, “I find his review the most stimulating Reporter piece I 
have read in a long time. The fact that I did not read it in the Reporter makes it 
seem pointless for me to continue my subscription.”45 Due to the press coverage 
it received, this impact of the incident extended far beyond the ten cancellations 
it elicited. 
It can be argued that this incident represented a turning point. The 
Reporter had not previously shied away from publishing controversial articles. 
It had, in fact, always prided itself on its strong belief in diversity of opinion, 
publishing articles by such outspoken contributors as Isaac Deutscher and Paul 
Jacobs, neither of whose ideas were, generally speaking, in line with the views 
expressed in Max Ascoli’s editorials. If an article was truly incompatible with 
his own editorial position, Ascoli would publish an accompanying editorial 
comment explaining his own views, and that was that. The fact that in this case 
Ascoli decided not to publish the article at all indicates that he had now truly 
come to view The Reporter as an extension of himself. 
Managing editor Donald Allan later reflected that during The Reporter’s 
final years Ascoli’s editorials became his “reason for being” and, consequently, 
“the reason for keeping the money-losing magazine afloat.” Allan, who was 
responsible for assisting Ascoli in composing his editorials after Gouverneur 
Paulding died, noted: 
As he got older and afflicted with glaucoma and hip surgery and 
marginalized by some old friends because of his hard-line position 
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on Vietnam, Max found these editorials harder and harder to write. 
… Increasingly often Max would not decide the fate of his 
editorial until late at night on Friday, the day the magazine text 
was supposed to be locked up in type. Then someone would have 
to board a plane for the Donnely printing plant in Ohio carrying 
the precious text to be inserted at great extra expense to make the 
deadline for posting the copies around the country. This also meant 
that I had to sit for hours listening to Max mumble. He slumped in 
a ‘barcalounger’ reclining chair with a tumbler of Jack Daniels 
whiskey and a bowl of ‘goldfish’ crackers at his side. He never 
offered me a drink or suggested that I go out for a sandwich. From 
time to time he would come up with a new sentence or two and try 
them out on me. As the night went on, it was harder and harder to 
be alert and discriminating. I just got madder and madder at Max.46 
It can be concluded that The Reporter’s decline – its loss of prestige and 
integrity – had started well before Vietnam became a point of controversy 
among American liberals. It seems, in fact, that The Reporter might have 
survived despite its doctrinaire Cold War editorial stance if Max Ascoli had 
made an effort to heed his readers’ complaints about the magazine’s dullness 
and predictability. Livelier and more diverse contributions could have saved the 
magazine from the conclusion towards which it was, by 1965, irrefutably 
heading. 
The Search for a Successor 
One way to revive a failing magazine is to enlist a new editor. As Clay S. Felker 
has argued, it is the influence of the editor that sets magazines apart from other 
media: 
One man can influence every idea, every layout, every word that 
appears in print. …  [An editor] may be unconsciously right for the 
spirit of the moment, but after some years, his interpretation of the 
formula is no longer fresh, his ideas are worn out, his decision 
pattern has become a cul de sac. These are the factors that cause 
magazines to go through their rising and falling life cycles. The 
vitality of a magazine depends not on great publishing 
organizations, precision editorial formulas, vivid promotion, or 
high-powered salesmen but on the vitality of one man’s editorial 
dream. It’s the beginning and end of magazines.47 
This was certainly true in the case of The Reporter. Max Ascoli had known 
from the start that there would come a time when he would no longer be willing 
or able to serve as The Reporter’s editor and publisher and he had been looking 
for a successor ever since its founding. Ascoli himself pointed to this search for 
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a successor as proof of his intent to establish The Reporter as a continuing 
enterprise. It can also be argued, however, that the problems surrounding 
Ascoli’s search for a successor – or alter ego – attest to an inherent inability to 
relinquish The Reporter. As we have seen, possible successors came and went 
at The Reporter’s head office throughout the 1950s. During the 1960s there 
were three serious contenders for the position of successor: Dwight Martin, 
Douglass Cater, and Philip Horton. 
Dwight Martin 
In 1963 Ascoli hired Dwight Martin, former editor of Newsweek, to serve as his 
second-in-command. Much like Irving Kristol, Ascoli hired Martin to take over 
responsibility for the practical side of editing and publishing, hoping that Martin 
would prove to be the intellectual equal who could eventually take over 
responsibility for the magazine in its entirety. Philip Horton had served as 
Ascoli’s second-in-command in the interim period between 1960, when 
Theodore Draper left, and 1963, when Martin was appointed. Horton was 
convinced that he was the only one who knew the magazine and Ascoli’s 
complex personality well enough to edit The Reporter and was opposed to the 
collaboration from the start. He even considered resigning because he felt 
insulted by Ascoli’s continued recruitment of outsiders. A week after Ascoli 
announced Martin’s co-editorship, Horton wrote him the following: 
You have made the same mistake, I fear, that you made five years 
ago. For very different reasons, Dwight makes no more sense as 
Co-Editor with you than Irving [Kristol] did. The repetition raises 
troublesome questions … about the stability and prospects of the 
magazine. The real point is this: you do not regard Dwight as your 
co-equal or alter ego in any serious sense whatever; no one who 
knows you or the magazine will believe it; no one on your staff, 
editorial or promotional, can represent it to the outside world as 
being true. 
I can no more accept Dwight as my superior than I could Irving. 
… He may, though I doubt it, develop a special aptitude for 
understanding what the Reporter is all about. Meanwhile, during 
those same years, I have been acting as your top editorial 
lieutenant (barring a few short-lived experiments) and have built 
up on behalf of the magazine a large group of writers, contacts, 
consultants et al, in and out of government, the academic world etc 
who trust me because they think I do know what the magazine is 
all about and can speak for you with reasonable authority. 
All this bears on another serious roadblock: your apparent lack of 
confidence in my editorial capacities. … Last Friday you argued 
“personal desperation” as the justification for Dwight’s 
appointment. This made no sense either to Bob [managing editor 
Robert Bingham] or to me. Over the years I have put together, in 
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your absence … a good many issues which were perfectly 
acceptable and some distinctly better than average. … Practice 
makes perfect, they say. You want more freedom for your own 
writing; we want more freedom to show what we can do. Where’s 
the rub?48 
Horton was not alone in his opposition to Ascoli’s appointment of Martin as co-
editor. Washington editor Douglass Cater suggested that instead of a co-editor, 
Ascoli should appoint a board of editors which would include Dwight Martin, 
as well as four or five other members of the senior staff. Horton realized that 
Martin might not like that solution, because the New York Times had already 
announced his appointment as co-editor, and suggested that Martin might be 
appointed co-editor with Horton, instead of with Ascoli, who would remain 
editor-in-chief. “You would then,” Horton wrote, “have under you, on the 
masthead, two senior editors in effect, which will pretty much reflect the way 
things will actually work if they work at all.”49 Horton was certainly correct in 
pointing out that bringing in a complete outsider like Martin did not make much 
sense, especially considering the fact that Irving Kristol, the last outsider Ascoli 
had brought in, had stayed less than a year. Ascoli, however, ignored Horton’s 
by all means reasonable suggestion and did not change Martin’s title. As we 
have seen in Chapter 2 (Format & Editorial Staff), Ascoli had, by this time, 
already written Horton off as a possible successor. It was not long, however, 
before Horton was proven right. Just like Theodore Draper, Martin left The 
Reporter after only six months. Donald Allan, copy editor at the time, later 
recalled: “Jay Jacobs, a contributor, drew a cartoon after Martin’s departure. It 
showed an aircraft upside down doing a loop, with Max in a helmet at the 
controls and the seat behind him just emptied of a passenger … the caption was 
‘God has no co-pilot.’”50 This episode makes it abundantly clear that Ascoli 
made these important decisions on his own, not discussing them with his staff, 
but instead presenting them as faits accomplis. 
Douglass Cater 
 Ascoli’s final attempt at finding a second-in-command came in 1964, when he 
tried to appoint Washington editor Douglass Cater as his successor. Cater, who 
had been a member of The Reporter’s staff ever since the founding of its trial-
office in 1948, had served as the magazine’s Washington editor since 1950. As 
we have seen in earlier chapters, Cater became a highly esteemed and very 
influential presence in Washington. Although Cater’s aspirations clearly 
reached beyond The Reporter, he remained loyal to the magazine and to Ascoli, 
whom he later described as “the first genuine teacher of politics that I ever 
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had.”51 In a eulogy published in Encounter shortly after Ascoli’s death in 1978, 
Cater wrote: 
Max taught me more about the meaning of intellectual curiosity 
than I ever acquired at Harvard. We had moments of high tension 
when he applied the squiggly line of his blue pencil – meaning ‘no 
good’ – alongside precious paragraphs of my copy. In retrospect, I 
believe he was right most of the time. I came to share his contempt 
for cliché, for verbiage, for over-blown metaphors and florid 
adjectives.52 
The relationship between Ascoli and Cater resembled that of a father and son. 
Ascoli was very proud of this home-schooled talent, and Cater, in turn, held 
Ascoli in high esteem.53 Cater later explained the strong and enduring bond 
between Ascoli and himself as follows: “One reason why our relationship 
endured and grew into deep friendship, while other staff associates were less 
fortunate, was Max’s decision after only a few months to make me the 
magazine’s Washington editor. It meant that our dialogues took place by 
telephone, which proved a remarkably effective medium for filtering out 
personality conflicts while permitting an intimacy which was reinforced by 
frequent visits.”54 Partly as a result of their father-and-son dynamic, Ascoli 
would always regard Cater as a youngster.55 
As we have seen, in 1961 Cater was approached by Secretary of State 
Dean Rusk, who offered him the position of “Special Assistant for Special 
Projects,” responsible for coordinating and supervising all US propaganda and 
political warfare operations. When Ascoli heard about this, he was a bit 
offended that Rusk – who was a friend – had  not inquired with him about 
Cater’s suitability for the job, and wrote him the following: 
I don’t think I am so possessive or selfish as to be disqualified 
from passing judgment on a man of whom I have been the one and 
only employer. Anyway, had you asked me what I thought of 
Doug for that particular job, my answer would have been utterly 
negative … If I may, for a moment, go on as your unsolicited 
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adviser, I will tell you that I have a man on my staff whose 
qualifications for that job I consider, to say the least, better than 
Doug’s. It’s Phil Horton, older and more seasoned than Doug, a 
veteran of the OSS [Office of Strategic Services], who is fluent in 
a number of languages, including German. He has done, on the 
whole, a remarkable job for me in establishing a network of 
foreign correspondents. But now he can’t go any higher. Of 
course, I wouldn’t miss him half as much as I would miss Doug. 
But I hope you know me well enough to realize that it is not out of 
concern with my own affairs that I am taking the liberty of writing 
all this to you.56 
When Rusk subsequently told Cater about Ascoli’s letter, Cater, of course, was 
not at all pleased. Offended by Ascoli’s description of him as a “young talent,” 
of whom Ascoli had been “the one and only employer,” Cater protested that he 
had been employed by the OSS during the war and had held a number of jobs 
since, including a visiting professorship at Princeton. In addition, he pointed 
out, “young talent” was “hardly a precise description of someone in his thirty-
ninth year with considerable gray in his hair.”57 Cater was especially hurt that 
Ascoli suggested Horton as better equipped to handle an important assignment. 
“We are, as you no doubt recognize, suffering a problem that is as old as fathers 
and sons. I do not mean to be super sensitive but I do believe it is well to be 
aware of the problem and of how the ‘kiddy’ needs to continue to be allowed to 
grow up.”58 Despite his urgent pledge that he was not writing Rusk for selfish 
reasons, it seems that Ascoli, in his own inimitable manner, tried to unload 
Horton on Rusk, while safeguarding a member of the staff whom he personally 
deemed much more valuable. As we have seen, Cater subsequently turned 
Rusk’s offer down, not because he felt inadequate to fill the position, but 
because he did not feel creating such a position would solve the problems 
American propagandists were facing.59 
Cater distanced himself somewhat from The Reporter during the years 
that followed, combining his duties as Washington editor with a position at 
Wesleyan University. In 1963 his position on the masthead changed to National 
Affairs editor.60 That same year, Cater was approached by Vice President 
Lyndon B. Johnson, who asked him to come and work for him as an idea man 
and a speech writer.61 Cater turned the offer down, but despite his immense 
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loyalty to The Reporter, it was clear to Ascoli that Cater would in time leave the 
magazine for either Washington, or academia. 
Ascoli did not want to see Cater go. Not only was Cater one of The 
Reporter’s most highly acclaimed staff members, he was also one of the few 
original staff members left at the magazine, and therefore one of the few staff 
members whom Ascoli felt truly understood and shared his original vision of 
what the magazine should be. In early 1964 he made a grand gesture by asking 
him to become his successor. The negotiations over Ascoli’s proposal had 
already started when, in February 1964, Cater was again approached by 
Johnson, this time for a position as special assistant to the president.62 
Initially, Cater’s loyalty prevailed over his desire to play an active role 
in shaping government policy. “The continuation of The Reporter is more 
important to me than any conceivable role as advisor to a President,”63 Cater 
wrote Ascoli in March 1964. During the subsequent months, Ascoli and his new 
successor-to-be seriously debated The Reporter’s future. Cater made it clear 
from the start that he was determined to carry on the “Ascoli tradition” to the 
best of his ability. “Though I could not expect to make decisions in the state of 
mind ‘how would Max decide’, I can and will maintain the standard of tough 
and critical liberalism. … It is my purpose to do all in my power to make this 
particular succession, if it comes about, one that will make you proud.”64 All of 
the other candidates for succession had left The Reporter before abdication was 
in sight, but Ascoli felt that it was now time to make the proper provisions, 
including arrangements for the future ownership. Marion Ascoli had always 
made it clear that she did not intend to continue financing the magazine if her 
husband was no longer the editor.65 Cater proposed that the Ascolis would hold 
ownership of the magazine for some time after he took over the editorship. This, 
Cater felt, would give him time to grow into the position of editor, and provide 
him with an opportunity to play an active role in seeking out new ownership for 
the magazine. 
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At some point during these discussions, however, Ascoli became 
uneasy about the idea of turning The Reporter over to Cater, whom he felt did 
not, as yet, possess the full qualifications to take over the burden. Cater argued 
that “shifts of leadership, whether in nations, corporate enterprises, or 
magazines, cannot be accomplished piecemeal. Particularly in a magazine of 
ideas long accustomed to the tight control of a strong willed editor, there would 
be predictable disaster in any attempt at a gradual loosening of the reins.”66 
Ascoli, however, would not budge, and in May 1964, after fifteen-and-a-half 
years on the staff of The Reporter, Cater left the magazine to join the Johnson 
administration.67 
The successor Ascoli needed was someone who could take care of the 
practical problems of magazine publishing. What he really wanted, however, 
was something altogether very different. From the very start Ascoli had been 
looking for an intellectual equal; someone who shared his vision of the 
magazine’s purpose and prospects, someone who understood the criteria for a 
good writer, article, or theme, someone, in other words, who would run the 
magazine just as Ascoli would have. The successive men he hired to do this job 
were welcomed as if each and every one of them was the prodigal son, but 
ultimately none of them could live up to Ascoli’s high expectations. Wallace 
Carroll and Harlan Cleveland were the only ones who came close.68 Ascoli’s 
negotiations with Cater were his final attempt to find a successor. In his later 
years, Ascoli bitterly described his relationship with Cater to Martin Doudna: “I 
used to consider Doug like a son – or rather, he used to talk of me as a father. 
The whole thing turned out to be highly metaphorical, or else I would have to 
give it quite a rude name.”69 After the failure of his negotiations with Cater, 
Ascoli realized that without a suitable successor, selling the magazine would 
mean giving the new owners a free hand to change both its vision and its 
format. Ascoli now began to think even more seriously about the future of The 
Reporter, and letting the magazine go under with its founder and editor seemed 
a more and more attractive option.70 
Philip Horton 
Philip Horton continued to serve as Ascoli’s de facto second-in-command 
throughout this period of negotiation with Cater. As we have seen, the 
relationship between Ascoli and Horton had been troubled from the start. It is 
astonishing, in fact, that Horton continued to work for The Reporter as long as 
he did. Horton was the one staff member who seems to have been aware for 
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some years of the complications that would eventually lead to The Reporter’s 
demise. He fiercely opposed the notion of folding the magazine and apparently 
continued to expect Ascoli to turn the magazine over to him, even though this 
became an increasingly unlikely scenario as the years progressed. 
Horton reminded Ascoli to consider the magazine’s future numerous 
times over the years: “It is superabundantly clear,” he wrote Ascoli in early 
1966, “that this is the last chance for the Reporter. … Either we succeed in 
building a strong editorial and publishing group during the coming year or you 
might as well fold the magazine the year thereafter. If we succeed,” he added, “I 
feel certain that the Reporter over the next three years would become a profit-
making enterprise – or at the very least strong enough to attract the new money 
and sponsorship which would guarantee its survival, on your own terms, as a 
permanent feature of U.S. journalism.”71 Horton worried about the fact that “no 
steps had been taken to provide for the long-term future of the magazine, to 
‘institutionalize’ it as a permanent fixture.”72 He felt “that the need for the 
Reporter is greater than ever; that a major breakthrough in circulation and 
advertising is bound to come in the very near future; and that all this may go 
down the drain for lack of a solid professional base of operations.” Horton 
argued that it was time for Ascoli to give his staff “the benefit of some good 
clear words on what you really want and intend, and what, if anything, we can 
do to further the cause?”73 
Ascoli had, in fact, already made up his mind to fold the magazine, but 
he had not yet shared his decision with the staff, thereby giving them false hope 
about The Reporter’s continued existence. Horton, who clearly still believed 
that Ascoli was willing to consider the possibility of  “institutionalizing” The 
Reporter, offered two specific suggestions: 
 
1. The three or four rich Young Men, public-spirited and 
admirers of the Reporter tradition, who would be glad 
to help “institutionalize” the magazine as a non-
partisan public service and without claiming or 
expecting any influence over editorial policies. 
2. One of the bigger corporations with growing stakes in 
the education and public service fields, but with no 
professional interest in journalism as such (Xerox, 
Litton, etc.) which for prestige and other reasons might 
be interested in playing the same role under the same 
conditions.74 
 
In either case, Horton suggested, Ascoli should create a board of trustees who 
could guard the continued independence of the magazine. These trustees could 
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be sold a minority interest in the Reporter Magazine Company, “with an option 
to acquire majority control under conditions to be set by you.” Horton also 
made another suggestion: 
Why not offer (always to the right people) the chance to “buy” a 
share, say 50% of the Reporter’s annual deficit for a period of 
three years. This could involve 1) the right on the buyer’s part to 
help in the rebuilding of the publishing side of the venture and 2) 
the option at the end of three years to buy a minority interest either 
in the Reporter Magazine or the Reporter Company. A gamble for 
the buyer, of course, but given tax loss benefits and the very real 
potentials involved, a reasonable and very attractive one.75 
Clearly, Horton saw himself as one of the “right people.” 
Ascoli grew increasingly exasperated with Horton’s unsolicited advice. 
He did not want to prolong The Reporter’s existence and felt that he had to get 
rid of Horton in order to be able to liquidate the magazine in the way he saw fit. 
In the summer of 1967, while Ascoli was undergoing a number of tests in 
preparation for another hip operation, Horton sent him a letter asking for a raise. 
The poor timing of this letter led Ascoli to fire Horton. Ascoli later recalled that 
he had felt that by asking for a raise at this particular time Horton had given the 
impression of “taking out insurance on my and The Reporter’s demise.”76 
Horton, he felt, had long outlived his usefulness to The Reporter and this 
particular incident was the final straw that enabled Ascoli to make a decision 
that had been a long time coming. Horton vehemently protested: “It would be 
insupportable … to think that almost twenty years of hard work and honorable 
collaboration in a good cause should go down the drain over such a 
misunderstanding.”77 Ascoli fired him nonetheless.78 
Ascoli had never considered Horton his intellectual equal and it seems 
that this attitude prevented him from valuing Horton’s contribution to The 
Reporter properly. Horton played a key role in initiating and expanding the 
magazine’s investigative reporting, in establishing the magazine’s name in 
Washington, DC, and in setting up and extending the network of contacts in 
Washington, DC, that made The Reporter such an influential magazine. In 
addition, during the 1960s, Horton increasingly shouldered the responsibility of 
coordinating and corresponding with The Reporter’s foreign correspondents. 
Finally, it was Horton who, as early as 1961, had noted that The Reporter was 
failing and put forth suggestions on how to improve the magazine and assure its 
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survival. Ascoli failed to appreciate Horton’s profound commitment to The 
Reporter. 
After leaving The Reporter, Horton first tried to establish a sociological 
magazine on urban America. Failing to secure sufficient financial backing for 
this project, Horton accepted a position at the New School for Social Research, 
where he served as Director of the Urban Reporting Project, which was funded 
by the Ford Foundation.79 A few years later Horton was appointed professor of 
public diplomacy at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, administered 
by Tufts University and Harvard. Until his retirement in 1977 Horton also 
served as director of the Edward R. Murrow Center of Public Diplomacy at the 
Fletcher School.80 
As the example of The Reporter clearly demonstrates, a strong editor 
can be a blessing for a magazine, because it gives it a strong voice and 
recognizable character, but it can also form a serious impediment to the future 
of a magazine. Ascoli’s position as both publisher and editor-in-chief of The 
Reporter was exceptional at the time of its founding in 1949. By 1968, The 
Reporter had become, as one obituary for the magazine stated, “the last of the 
one-man magazines.”81 New privately owned initiatives did emerge during the 
1950s and 1960s. William Buckley’s National Review, founded in 1955, and 
Irving Kristol’s The Public Interest, founded in 1965, are among the most 
prominent examples. Both Buckley and Kristol did, however, pass their 
magazines on to a new generation. After forty-nine years Buckley relinquished 
his ownership of the National Review in 2004. Kristol stepped down as co-
editor of The Public Interest in 2002, forty-seven years after he founded the 
journal. Clearly, these two editors did feel that it was important for their 
magazines to outlive them, something of which Ascoli was unconvinced. Even 
if Ascoli had started his editorship earlier in life, like Buckley and Kristol, and 
if The Reporter had had a forty-year instead of a nineteen-year run, his 
personality would still have formed a major impediment to any plans for a 
continued existence. 
The fact that Max Ascoli was unable to relinquish his control over The 
Reporter was especially unfortunate because the magazine did seem to have the 
potential to outlive its founder. As we have seen, despite a loss of prestige 
among the nation’s leading intellectuals and increasing competition from such, 
relatively, new magazines as the National Review, The Public Interest, and The 
New York Review of Books, The Reporter’s circulation figures remained intact. 
Although the magazine’s readership seemed to be shifting, it was not 
diminishing. In retrospect, it seems that the magazine could have acquired 
staying-power, if Ascoli had been more realistic both about choosing a 
successor and about developing the magazine’s business-side. 
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Max Ascoli’s Decision to Fold 
It is important to make a distinction between the long-term factors that played a 
role in The Reporter’s demise – financial difficulties, Ascoli’s inability to find a 
successor, the magazine’s loss of vitality, and an increasing divergence between 
the magazine and its readers – and the very personal immediate causes that led 
to Ascoli’s decision to fold the magazine. One of these immediate causes was 
Ascoli’s failing health. As the years wore on Ascoli suffered more and more 
from a range of recurrent ailments; eye-trouble, hip-trouble, ear infection, throat 
infection, bronchitis, as well as allergic reactions to the antibiotics which were 
to cure these ailments. From 1967 on, Ascoli was out of commission most of 
the time. It is difficult to establish whether Ascoli’s ailments demoralized him 
so much that he lost interest and faith in The Reporter, or whether his loss of 
interest and faith in The Reporter took such a heavy toll on his physical and 
mental reserves that he got ill. As we have seen in the previous chapter Ascoli, 
under attack from former friends and readers, felt increasingly lonely and 
isolated. He suffered greatly from what he perceived as a lack of recognition. 
Ever since his arrival in the United States in the 1930s, he had been used to 
being valued as a member of the American intellectual elite. The Reporter had 
allowed him to gain political influence as well and had made him, for a while, a 
key player. A younger man might have continued, but Ascoli was nearing 
seventy and in poor health. “Those were gloomy days for Max,” Douglass Cater 
would later reflect. “The combination of bad health and political frustration had 
brought him to profound depression.”82  
In mid-March 1968 Douglass Cater arranged a meeting between Ascoli 
and President Johnson, “in the hope that they would find some solace in talking 
things over.”83 Cater had scheduled the meeting for 10:30 a.m. on a Saturday 
morning, “hoping it would be a relaxed time in the President’s schedule and 
might even lead to one of LBJ’s spur-of-the-moment luncheon invitations.” 
During the previous, difficult years Ascoli had been sustained by the knowledge 
that he was supporting his adopted country, his government, and his president. 
He arrived in Washington that day, hoping that talking things over with the 
president would give him the strength to continue. 
The meeting was not, however, to have such a positive outcome. 
President Johnson kept Ascoli waiting for the better part of the day. Cater later 
recalled:  
As a desperate stalling device I summoned one Presidential 
Assistant after another to pass the time with Max. But he was wise 
to my gambit and made little effort to keep up his side of the 
conversation. Lunchtime arrived and he declined my invitation to 
share a meal in the White House Mess. We were reduced to silence 
as he grimly awaited the call to the Oval Office. 
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It was nearly three o’clock that afternoon when the call came. 
With relief bordering on euphoria, I escorted Max upstairs, turned 
him over to the Appointments Secretary, saw the door swing open 
into the Oval Office, and rushed back to my own office to catch up 
on other duties. I was barely seated when the inter-com buzzed and 
the mystified secretary informed me that Dr Ascoli was ready to 
leave. Only after he had departed, tight-lipped and trembling, did I 
piece together the details of what had happened. 
Max had entered the Oval Office, bowed low to LBJ, and declared, 
“Mr President, I thank you for your courtesy in receiving me. Now 
I will leave you to your more pressing responsibilities.” He 
wheeled and walked back through the doorway without waiting for 
a reply.84 
This failed meeting clearly confirmed Ascoli’s worst fear. He had been rejected 
by many of his former friends and now he felt that even the president, to whom 
he had been exceptionally loyal, had dismissed him. This was not, in actuality, 
necessarily the case, but Ascoli’s ego, his excessive need for recognition, and 
his state-of-mind at this particular time, probably led him to this conclusion. A 
few days later Johnson made his surprise announcement that he would not run 
for re-election, a decision he had reached due to the immense criticism directed 
at both his policy and his person. It seems that like Johnson, Ascoli had already 
made his decision and it is doubtful whether a successful meeting with the 
president would have changed his mind. 
Ascoli later proclaimed that the night of Johnson’s speech was the first 
time he asserted – privately – that he, like Johnson, could not continue. A few 
weeks later Ascoli called Douglass Cater to give him advance notice of his 
decision: “Almost tearfully, he related that Johnson’s ‘abdication of 
responsibility’—for this was his severe judgment – had made him realise that he 
himself lacked the stamina to carry his editorial burden.”85 Ascoli would 
later refer to Johnson’s speech as the moment when his decision had been 
consolidated. Although the occasion of President Johnson’s March 31 speech 
forms a remarkably symbolic occasion for Ascoli’s decision to fold The 
Reporter the first steps toward a merger with Harper’s had actually been taken 
a few months earlier, in January 1968. 
The Ill-Fated Deal with Harper’s 
Once Ascoli had reached the conclusion that he could no longer serve as The 
Reporter’s editor-in-chief and that it was impossible for him to find a suitable 
successor, there were three alternatives left for the magazine. The first was 
finding another publisher who would acquire The Reporter. The second was 
selling the magazine’s fulfillment, the unexpired subscriptions, to another 
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periodical which would send its issues instead of The Reporter in hopes of 
attracting new subscribers. The third was complete liquidation of the magazine. 
In the fall of 1967 Ascoli entered into negotiations with Walter Thayer, 
publisher of the Herald Tribune, and Katherine Graham, publisher of the 
Washington Post. Both of them eventually declined to acquire The Reporter.86 
Because complete liquidation of the magazine would be very expensive – all 
subscribers would have to be refunded – Ascoli then explored the possibilities 
to sell the magazine’s fulfillment. In January 1968, he approached John Cowles, 
publisher of Harper’s. The deal that ensued was not a very smart one from a 
business perspective. Harper’s would take over The Reporter’s unexpired 
subscriptions, but would not have to pay for them. Instead, the magazine would 
offer Ascoli a regular space for his writings. According to Donald Allan, 
managing editor at the time, Ascoli did not even try to get money for The 
Reporter’s fulfillment asset. The “feeling that he owed it to his readers to keep 
his voice heard” apparently outweighed any financial considerations.87 Ascoli 
would join Harper’s as a consulting editor, bringing Meg Greenfield with him 
as Washington editor and Edmond Taylor, George Bailey, and Claire Sterling as 
foreign correspondents.88 This arrangement would greatly enhance Harper’s 
coverage in the area of international affairs and, it was hoped, boost its 
circulation.89 
The cooperation between Ascoli and Harper’s was doomed from the 
start. Ascoli’s decision to join Harper’s entailed working closely together with 
the magazine’s editor-in-chief, Willie Morris. The generation gap between the 
two men seriously impeded this working relationship. Ascoli’s ego simply 
would not allow him to consider a man who was almost forty years his junior as 
an equal partner and Morris, who met an embittered, tired, deflated Ascoli, was 
not impressed. Ascoli had always been a very difficult person to work with and 
he needed to be surrounded with the proper amount of admiration and respect at 
all times. The fact that he himself was no longer in charge only made matters 
worst. Looking back, in 1993, on his meetings with Ascoli, Morris portrayed 
Ascoli as a patronizing, ponderous old fool, whose thick Italian accent made it 
almost impossible to follow his lengthy monologues on American politics and 
foreign policy. Morris made it perfectly clear that the only reason why he had 
continued these meetings, was that Harper’s needed The Reporter’s 
subscription list.90 
The first incident that contributed to its failure occurred in April 1968. 
It had been decided that The Reporter’s folding and the magazine’s merger with 
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Harper’s would both be announced on April 9. A few days before that date, 
however, it became clear that the news of the merger had been leaked by a 
Harper’s employee. Foolishly, the Harper’s board of directors had sent out a 
memorandum concerning the merger to all Harper’s personnel before the actual 
agreement between Ascoli and Cowles had been signed. Ascoli, of course, was 
outraged about this break of confidence which created a very awkward 
situation.91 It so happened that the The Reporter’s subscribers had not yet been 
notified of the magazine’s imminent demise and Ascoli received many angry 
letters from readers who had read about it in their local newspaper or the New 
York Times.92  
A few weeks later, Morris sent Ascoli a tentative contents page for 
Harper’s July 1968 issue, the first issue in which Ascoli would be included. As 
Ascoli’s jottings on this contents page attest, he was not at all pleased with the 
lowly position his contribution had been assigned, in the back of the magazine, 
just before the book reviews. Exasperated, he sent Willie Morris the following 
note: “Since you have not called me today, I have to send you this note to tell 
you the July issue is going to carry no article or essay or column of mine. I am 
very tired, and also somewhat disturbed by the difficulty in establishing some 
kind of communication or understanding with Harper’s about department, no 
department, space allocated to me, etc.”93 Morris managed to convince Ascoli 
that he had not meant to offend him, but it was only a matter of time before the 
clear lack of appreciation in combination with Ascoli’s temper would lead to a 
definitive break with Harper’s. 
Ascoli’s first contribution to Harper’s would be an article on the 
conflict between traditional liberals and the New Left, to be published in the 
magazine’s August 1968 issue. In June 1968, however, Ascoli found out that 
Harper’s had approached Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., to adapt an address he had 
delivered on this very topic for inclusion in the magazine. Ascoli was furious, 
especially because he had to read about Schlesinger, Jr.’s contribution in the 
New York Times. He felt that his own contribution would be rendered obsolete 
by the inclusion of Schlesinger, Jr.’s address and felt upstaged, both as a 
contributor and as an editorial consultant. In addition, he was enraged that he 
had not been consulted on such an important editorial decision and he sent 
Morris and Cowles an angry telegram: 
I am puzzled and appalled at outrageous behavior in failing to 
advise or consult with me on political content of Harper’s … This 
rude treatment inexcusable and unacceptable. Such behavior 
                                                     
91 William Blair to all Harper-Atlantic personnel, memorandum, 4 April 1968, box 160, folder 1, 
MAC; Shirley Katzander to William S. Blair, memorandum, 15 April 1968, box 160, folder 1, 
MAC. 
92 The Reporter’s subscribers received a letter from Max Ascoli explaining his decision and its 
consequences on May 17th, 1968. MA to The Reporter’s subscribers, TLS (form letter), 17 May 
1968, box 160, folder 1, MAC. 
93 Willie Morris to MA, TLS, 1 May 1968, box 160, folder 1, MAC; MA to Willie Morris, TLS 
(cc), 10 May 1968, box 160, folder 1, MAC. 
Part III – The Reporter – A Cold War Magazine 
 
486 
violates agreement. Under these circumstances I seriously doubt if 
collaboration contemplated between us is possible. Entire 
agreement now in jeopardy.94 
In an ensuing telephone conversation, Morris, who did not really understand 
what all the fuss was about, tried to convince Ascoli to stay on as editorial 
consultant.95 Ascoli, however, had already made up his mind. His decision was 
irrevocable and he wanted his name taken off the masthead. Before Morris and 
Cowles had had a chance to meet with Ascoli, he had already announced the 
news of his break with Harper’s in an interview with the New York Times.96 
Ascoli considered taking legal action against Harper’s, but since the 
subscription list contract had already been signed there was not much he could 
do about that. He did, however, make it clear that he himself wanted nothing 
more to do with the magazine. Willie Morris later reflected that he and John 
Cowles had gotten their wish; they had acquired The Reporter’s unfulfilled 
subscriptions, which totalled 150,000, and they would not even have to deal 
with Max Ascoli anymore.97 Ascoli, apparently, had suspected that Cowles and 
Morris had only been prepared to put up with him because they needed The 
Reporter’s subscription list. A few weeks after his final break with Harper’s, he 
wrote Claire Sterling that he considered Morris to be either an “incurable 
adolescent” or “a con man.”98 
Morris, Cowles and Ascoli met one final time, but by then it was too 
late to salvage the collaboration. Morris’ description of leaving The Reporter’s 
offices after this final meeting sums up the way Ascoli must have felt in that 
moment, realizing that his role as an opinion maker had come to an end: “In the 
very act of leaving I glanced back into his office and saw the old embattled anti-
Fascist exile there for the last time in my life. He had already long since lost his 
magazine, and that could not be easy. … He was standing tall there beside his 
deserted desk, the waning sunlight of the city catching his hefty eyeglasses, 
proud, tormented, arrogant, and alone.”99 
“Say It Isn’t So”: Reactions to The Reporter’s Folding 
Max Ascoli’s April 1968 announcement that The Reporter would be 
discontinued released a storm of reactions from readers, former staff members, 
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and close friends. As we have seen, these reactions provide valuable insights 
into the factors that played a role in The Reporter’s demise. In addition, 
commentary in both the American and foreign press give an indication of The 
Reporter’s impact and influence, as well as an indication of the way the 
magazine was perceived at the time of its folding. 
Unaware of the fact that the decision was already final, a group of 
Washington journalists circulated a petition urging Max Ascoli to reconsider: 
The demise of The Reporter in the opinion of the undersigned 
would be a national disaster of the first magnitude. For the tragic 
fact is that there is simply no other periodical that could begin to 
fill the void left by its disappearance. And its discontinuance at 
this juncture would be particularly tragic because of the critical 
phase through which the Vietnam war is now passing and because 
of the ominous growth of neo-isolationism, even in the ranks of 
the traditionally internationalist liberals.100 
The petition was signed by a number of influential journalists, politicians, and 
intellectuals, including Henry Kissinger, Adolph A. Berle, John Dos Passos, and 
Senator William Proxmire (Democrat, Wisconsin). As the initiators noted, 
however, “since the project of getting signatures for this … letter was initiated 
… it has become even clearer than when we started that this is a forlorn hope, 
otherwise there would have been many more signatures.”101 Those who signed 
the letter offered their support, assuming, correctly, that the sense that The 
Reporter was no longer appreciated and that he himself had become an outcast 
had played an important role in Ascoli’s decision. “If there is a chance in a 
thousand or even a chance in ten thousand that The Reporter might, under 
certain circumstances, be able to resume publication,” they wrote, “a group of 
the undersigned would be happy to meet with you for the purpose of discussing 
The Reporter’s problems and seeing what can be done to overcome them or to 
reduce them through a spreading of the burden.”102 Ascoli, however, made it 
very clear that he had not been forced to fold the magazine due to financial 
difficulties or other circumstances. It had been a deliberate decision on his part 
and he was not willing to reconsider.103 Although this initiative demonstrates 
that The Reporter was still a valued institution in Washington, DC, it also 
reveals that the magazine was valued by a very specific group of people who 
considered themselves liberals, yet, unlike most liberals, continued to support 
the Vietnam War. Of The Reporter’s founding fathers Eric Sevareid was the 
only one to acknowledge its folding.104 
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 In reaction to the news of The Reporter’s imminent demise Ascoli 
received more than 3,000 letters, some of them from The Reporter’s close 
friends and former staff members, but many more from ordinary readers. This 
large outpouring of support, including many letters from readers who would not 
usually have been likely to write a letter to the editor, provides a unique insight 
into the impact The Reporter had on its readers and the way the readers used the 
magazine. It is important to note, for example, that many of these letter writers 
greatly valued The Reporter, despite its editorial stance. As one reader noted: 
“While I very much admired the caliber of many of your staff writers and the 
liberal positions they took, I have long since discontinued reading your 
editorials because of the calcification that had set into your thinking.”105 The 
many letters Ascoli received show an immense loyalty to the magazine, if not to 
its editor. It is striking that many of The Reporter’s readers wrote that even 
though they did not agree with Max Ascoli’s editorials, they always found them 
interesting and stimulating. Clearly, they did not just read the magazine to see 
their own ideas and opinions confirmed. As one reader pointed out, “while it is 
comforting to see in print what you yourself believe, it is stimulating to rethink 
your ideas based on new points of view, new facts that are presented to you.”106 
There was, evidently, a great need for the magazine and many of its readers 
disagreed with Ascoli’s decision that The Reporter could not continue without 
him. “I … can think of no justification,” one of them wrote, “for pulling, what 
can only be termed a ‘Lyndon Johnson’ – abdication of responsibility in the 
face of public need.”107 One of The Reporter’s Canadian subscribers observed: 
“If you honestly feel that you cannot continue, surely you could find an editor to 
carry on for you. For, if I may say so, a good magazine or newspaper does not 
belong solely to its proprietor, but equally to the public it serves – even those 
who do not always appreciate it.”108 Fittingly, one reader sent in an old Reporter 
advertisement, which displayed the slogan “Guts” in bold letters, and asked 
simply: “What happened?”109 
What is evident in all of these letters, whether admiring or critical, is an 
enormous engagement on the part of The Reporter’s readers. Many readers 
wrote about the need for a magazine such as The Reporter. “As a long time 
subscriber with a deep admiration for your fine magazine and the principles for 
which its stands,” one reader wrote, “I am afraid that I am going to be left with 
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a large void.”110 The Reporter’s demise, these readers concurred, would leave a 
vacuum, not just in their personal lives, but in American society as a whole. In 
the turbulent times of the late 1960s, its readers argued, The Reporter was 
needed more than ever. “We the people of a troubled democracy need The 
Reporter,” one of them insisted. “Your perspective and thoroughness are 
necessary and impossible not to have in the future; one prays for a miracle.”111 
Among the characteristics of the magazine that were praised most 
profusely were its in-depth, thoroughly researched reporting and its wide range 
of interest in domestic and international affairs. Readers referred to it as “a 
voice of reason,” “an important contribution to American commentary,” and 
“the best of all the news media in the world, a source of valid ideas and thinking 
leading to intelligent growth.”112 Many of his readers considered Max Ascoli a 
mentor and a teacher and The Reporter an important part of their education. 
Clearly, they regarded The Reporter as indispensable, and they made it clear 
that Harper’s could not possibly replace it. As Robert C. Willson, Chairman of 
the department of journalism at George Washington University, put it: 
“Harper’s is a cocktail table magazine, more often looked through than read. I 
don’t recall ever seeing a week-old copy of The Reporter that wasn’t worn and 
dog-eared.”113 
What these letters from Reporter readers reveal is that Ascoli’s 
assumption that the majority of The Reporter’s readers disagreed with his views 
on Vietnam was incorrect. Readers who vehemently disagree with a magazine’s 
editorial policy are always more inclined to write letters to the editor than those 
who are in agreement. The correspondence Ascoli received during The 
Reporter’s final years followed this general rule and was, as a result, 
predominantly negative in tone. When it was announced that The Reporter 
would fold, however, Ascoli received a great many letters from readers who 
agreed with his stance on Vietnam, praised him for his courage and expressed 
their regret for not having made their support felt earlier. These readers 
regretted having taken the magazine for granted.114 The excerpts that were 
published as a tribute in The Reporter’s final issue did not reflect the distress 
that manifested itself in many of these letters. It was not until he received the 
many letters urging him to reconsider that Ascoli realized that the magazine still 
had a large number of loyal followers.115 
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Max Ascoli continued to argue that it was his magazine and that, 
therefore, it was up to him to decide on its future, but his readers thought 
otherwise. As these letters to the editors illustrate, when a magazine has 
210,000 subscribers, many of whom regard it as indispensible for their 
understanding of world affairs, then that magazine can no longer be considered 
the sole property of its publisher and editor-in-chief. 
The announcement of The Reporter’s folding featured prominently in 
the press. The New York Times, Washington Post, and The National Observer 
all acknowledged the magazine’s folding, noting that it had been experiencing 
financial difficulties.116 A number of magazine and newspaper accounts praised 
The Reporter for the contribution it had made to American journalism. The 
Christian Science Monitor in particular deplored the loss of The Reporter: 
“Since 1949 this magazine, under the editorship of Dr. Max Ascoli, has made 
an outstanding contribution to America’s understanding of the world, and, often 
enough, of America’s own internal problems. This contribution, needed as 
sorely today as ever in the past, will be greatly missed.”117 It is testimony to The 
Reporter’s stature and reach that the announcement that it would fold featured 
in a great many local newspapers around the country. Edwin McDowell extolled 
the magazine’s virtues in an article in the Phoenix Republic (Phoenix, Arizona). 
The Reporter, he observed, had “succeeded brilliantly” at remaining faithful to 
its original aim: “to report in depth and to assess the meaning of domestic and 
foreign events.” McDowell made a convincing argument that The Reporter was 
still an important magazine, despite its editorial position on Vietnam: 
The Reporter picked up where newspapers left off. And if that is 
a heretical admission for a newspaperman to make, let it be noted 
that there probably isn’t an honest editor in the land who believes 
that one can be well-informed just by reading a daily newspaper. 
That’s where The Reporter came in. It used to advertise that news 
is like an iceberg – you only see a small segment, with the greater 
part, the most crucial part, spread out wide and deep beneath the 
surface. … Checking some back issues recently, I discovered that 
subjects The Reporter featured as long as 15 months ago were in 
the headlines this past week: Anti-Semitism in Poland (January 
1967), Franco’s Restive Workers (May 1967), South-West Africa 
(September 1967), Columbia University’s Neigbors: The Slums of 
Academe (October 1967), George Wallace Isn’t Kidding 
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(February 1967), Japan’s Communists (April 1967). … The 
Reporter did not always induce agreement but it seldom failed to 
inspire thought.118 
In the end, however, McDowell concluded, “even its journalistic success could 
not save it from financial anemia.”119 Other commentators noted that the 1960s 
saw The Reporter’s decline. Newsweek observed that although the magazine 
had been “a lively force during the early 1950s – more provocative than the 
weeklies such as The New Republic and The Nation, then languishing, and more 
forceful than the monthlies such as The Atlantic and Harper’s, then largely 
literary,” it had lost many supporters and subscribers due to its continued 
endorsement of President Johnson.120 Time commented that the magazine had 
“paid the price of consistency.”121 Max Ascoli’s decision to fold The Reporter 
also received attention abroad and, as we have seen in Chapter 10 (Turn to the 
Right?), this international commentary emphasized the symbolism of the timing 
of the magazine’s demise, highlighting the context of the times as the decisive 
factor in its folding.122 
The Final Issue and Beyond 
The Reporter’s final issue was published on June 13, 1968. It included a special 
editorial – entitled “Farewell to Our Readers” – in which Max Ascoli looked 
back on The Reporter’s goals and accomplishments. He stressed that throughout 
its existence The Reporter had been devoted to the defense of freedom, pointing 
specifically to the China Lobby investigation, The Reporter’s early opposition 
to Senator McCarthy and the magazine’s coverage of the crisis surrounding the 
Berlin Wall. “We have been faithful to our beliefs,” Ascoli asserted, “no matter 
whether the prevailing opinion had gone in the opposite direction.” The 
Reporter, Ascoli argued, had always adhered to certain ethical principles, 
especially where Communism was concerned. “But,” Ascoli wrote, “practically 
everybody is saying now that it is pedantic and old fashioned to insist on ethical 
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principles when it comes to political regimes, most particularly those of the 
Left, and to the behavior of youth, especially when uncontaminated by ideals. 
This bypassing of ethics,” Ascoli concluded, “has been the major heresy of our 
times.”123 More than a summary of past successes, Ascoli’s final editorial was a 
mea culpa. The Reporter, Ascoli argued, had failed to effectively counteract this 
evasion of ethics and the flaws and deficiencies of American liberalism in 
general, a failure that emanated from its “fear of being predictable and of 
sounding preacherish.”124 
In this final editorial Ascoli also thanked his staff, but only in the most 
general terms. It is telling that the only two people he mentioned by name were 
Gouverneur Paulding, who had passed away in 1965, and Marya Mannes, who 
had left the magazine in 1962. It was due to the absence of staff members such 
as Paulding and Mannes that The Reporter had lost much of its vitality during 
its final years.125 Philip Horton was conspicuously absent in Ascoli’s word of 
thanks. Symbolically, the cover of this final issue, displayed a sunset view of 
Washington, DC, a watercolor by Arthur Shilstone. 
After this final issue had been published, Max Ascoli continued to work 
from The Reporter’s offices, where Elizabeth Parsons and Laura Tucci 
continued to work as his personal secretaries. Ascoli had folded The Reporter 
not to retire, but to devote himself to his writing. He felt an urgent need to set 
forth his ideas in a piece of writing that, unlike a one-page editorial, would 
allow him to substantiate his argument. During the late 1960s and early 1970s 
Ascoli initiated a number of book projects. The most important of these, in 
Ascoli’s own opinion at least, was a book he had tentatively titled The Revolt 
Against Freedom, a denunciation of the New Left, the antiwar movement, the 
Free Speech Movement, Black Power, and every other disruptive force on the 
American political scene of the 1960s. The other two book projects were a 
collection of his writings – which would include articles from his pre-Reporter 
days as well as a selection of Reporter editorials – and his memoirs. As had 
been the case throughout The Reporter’s existence, Ascoli’s poor health kept 
him from devoting himself fully to his writing. Although a number of 
newspapers approached him to contribute syndicated articles, his 1969 article 
on the New Left for the Wall Street Journal was the only one he managed to 
complete after The Reporter’s folding. In addition, he wrote a comprehensive 
introduction to the posthumously published edition of A.A. Berle’s diary. He 
did not, however, manage to complete his own memoirs, nor did he complete 
his work on the other two books he had been planning to write. His physical 
troubles and age were not, however, Ascoli’s biggest problem. “The major 
trouble,” he wrote his son Peter in July 1970, “lies in the very nature of my 
work: it is not easy to go against the stream.”126 By the early 1970s, Ascoli felt 
increasingly alienated from the political climate that surrounded him. Ascoli 
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was convinced, however, of the importance of publishing these books. He 
desperately wanted to keep his promise to the many people who had written him 
at the time of The Reporter’s folding, urging him to continue to write. In 
addition, he was convinced that the only way to refute his status as an outcast in 
the American intellectual community was to continue to participate in the 
debate and to demonstrate the consistency and validity of his ideas. In The 
Revolt Against Freedom he wanted to express his ideas about isolationism and 
participatory democracy which, he believed, were key factors in “the unmaking 
of America.”127 The collection of his essays would demonstrate the consistency 
of his thinking and his memoirs would reveal the experience on which his 
political ideas were based. 
In the summer of 1974, Ascoli broke his hip. During his time in the 
hospital, recovering from this latest injury, Ascoli reluctantly decided to close 
the office, which he had continued to use since The Reporter folded, by the end 
of the year. He had been putting off this painful decision for some time, because 
closing the office meant accepting the fact that he was both physically and 
mentally exhausted and that he would not be able to complete his book 
projects.128 During the years that followed, Ascoli withdrew from public life. He 
passed away on January 1, 1978, at the age of seventy-nine. In addition to a 
detailed obituary in the New York Times,129 two of Ascoli’s former employees 
remembered him with affection and praise, Meg Greenfield in the Washington 
Post and Douglass Cater in Encounter. “Brainy, insistent, independent, given to 
moments of stunning insight and temperamental as a typhoon,” Greenfield 
wrote, “Max Ascoli, the editor-publisher of The Reporter magazine … made a 
genuine contribution to the political life of this country.”130 Both Greenfield and 
Cater praised the high standards Ascoli had set for American journalism, 
pointing especially to The Reporter’s investigative reporting and its 
denunciation of Senator McCarthy. Cater also described Ascoli’s final years, in 
which “the combination of bad health and political frustration had brought him 
to profound depression.”131 Cater described this final period of Ascoli’s life as 
“his silent years.”132 He wrote: “I saw him from time to time and found him a 
saddened man. But the final frustrating period dims in my memory when I 
remember his creative years as a great editor.”133 
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Coda 
Martin Doudna has argued that, ultimately, the cause for The Reporter’s folding 
lay with Max Ascoli’s refusal to relinquish his control of the magazine. In 
Doudna’s opinion it had been inevitable almost from the start that Ascoli’s 
departure as editor-in-chief would entail the magazine’s folding.134 As this 
chapter demonstrates, Ascoli’s inability to turn the magazine over to anyone 
else was certainly an important factor in the magazine’s demise, but there were 
a number of other, closely interconnected, factors which also played an 
important role in bringing about the magazine’s folding. These included 
financial difficulties, the increasing divergence between the magazine and its 
readers, a general loss of vitality, and changes in the magazine industry. 
Although it is certainly true that during the 1960s Ascoli increasingly viewed 
the magazine exclusively as a platform for his ideas, that was not in actuality 
the magazine’s sole function. The Reporter’s readers certainly viewed the 
magazine as more than Max Ascoli’s personal platform. Many of them read The 
Reporter for reasons other than Ascoli’s editorials. As this study of The 
Reporter as a journalistic enterprise demonstrates, the magazine was truly a 
group effort. The magazine’s influence in Washington, DC, was achieved 
primarily by Douglass Cater, Philip Horton, and the many contributing 
investigating journalists. During the 1950s The Reporter clearly had the 
potential to become a permanent fixture in the American magazine field. It was 
not until the 1960s that the interaction between Ascoli’s convictions, his 
personality and the context of the times turned The Reporter into a one-issue 
and a one-man magazine. 
The context of the time cannot, therefore, be dismissed as simply the 
occasion for The Reporter’s folding.135 It is true that the decision to fold was 
Max Ascoli’s alone, but his inability to find a suitable successor and the 
increasing fervor with which he held on to his convictions were wrought, at 
least in part, by his sense of being under siege from former friends and allies. 
The magazine’s decline cannot be separated from the changes taking place 
around it. It has been established in this chapter that this decline – both 
financially and editorially – set in during the early 1960s. As we have seen in 
Chapter 10 (Turn to the Right?), the timing of The Reporter’s folding was the 
result of the intellectual debate over certain fundamental assumptions of Cold 
War liberalism. This debate cast doubt on The Reporter’s founding principles, 
thus rendering it impossible for the magazine to continue as was. Since Max 
Ascoli’s personality made it impossible for the magazine to change its editorial 
position – a route which a number of other liberal magazines had elected to take 
– folding was the only option that was left for The Reporter. 
                                                     
134 Doudna, Concerned About the Planet, 159-69. 
135 Martin Doudna has also argued that the context of the time – the Vietnam War in particular – 
formed the occasion, not the cause for the magazine’s folding. Doudna, Concerned About the 
Planet, 164. 
 Conclusion: The Reporter’s Legacy 
This study has tried to give an answer to the following central research 
question: What role did The Reporter play in shaping the cultural, political, and 
journalistic climate of the Cold War era? Although magazine influence remains 
a nebulous concept, this study has tried to determine The Reporter’s impact in a 
number of ways: by comparing it to other magazines of its time; by examining 
its circulation, as well as readers’ responses and their perception of the 
magazine; by examining the awards and other forms of recognition the 
magazine received; by exploring the magazine’s reputation in government, 
intellectual, and journalistic circles; and by considering its role as an agenda 
setter. This conclusion explores The Reporter’s legacy, weighing both its 
influence and its lasting significance. 
Reasons for Neglect 
As this study has demonstrated, The Reporter was a force to be reckoned with 
during the 1950s and early 1960s. As such, the magazine deserves increased 
attention from a wide range of scholars, including scholars studying American 
liberalism, and liberal intellectual debate about McCarthyism and civil rights in 
particular; journalism historians studying the 1950s and 1960s, and 
investigative journalism in particular; Cold War scholars studying American 
propaganda and the cultural Cold War at home and abroad; scholars examining 
the Cold War state-private network; and scholars studying liberal 
internationalism and the formulation of American foreign policy objectives 
during the early Cold War era. 
The Reporter has, thus far, been overlooked in studies of the 1950s and 
1960s. There are two possible explanations for this oversight. Firstly, scholars 
may have found The Reporter more difficult to classify than some of the other 
magazines of its day. Even when The Reporter still existed magazine 
researchers found it difficult to classify the magazine. While some characterized 
it as a journal of opinion, others referred to it as a newsmagazine, an idea 
magazine, a “prestige,” or a “quality” magazine.1 The fact that it reached a 
broad audience which included not only intellectuals, but also policymakers, 
and educated readers in business, journalism, and academia, set The Reporter 
                                                     
1 See for instance: Edwin Emery, The Press and America. An Interpretative History of 
Journalism, Prentice-Hall Journalism Series, ed. Kenneth E. Olson (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: 
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1962); L. John Martin. “American Newsmagazines and the European Scene,” 
Gazette 6, no. 2 (1960):206-221; Theodore Peterson, Magazines in the Twentieth Century 
(Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press, 1964); Theodore Peterson, “Magazine Publishing in the 
U.S., 1960,” Gazette 6, no. 2 (1960):105-17; Robert Root and Christine V. Root, “Magazines in 
the United States: Dying or Thriving?,” Journalism Quarterly 41 (Winter 1964):15-22; William 
Porter, “The Quality Magazines and the New American Reader,” Gazette 6 (1960):305-10; 
Roland E. Wolseley, Understanding Magazines (Ames, IA: The Iowa State University Press, 
1965). 
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apart from the traditional journals of opinion. At its height, The Reporter 
reached a circulation that was almost twice as large as those of The Nation and 
The New Republic combined. The size and composition of its readership put 
The Reporter in direct competition with “prestige” magazines such as The 
Atlantic, Harper’s, The Saturday Review, and The New Yorker. It is not unlikely 
that scholars who have failed to include The Reporter in their analyses of the 
intellectual debates of the 1950s and 1960s were deceived by its glossy covers 
and broad readership. What also set The Reporter apart from the liberal journals 
of opinion was the fact that it served first and foremost as an agenda setter, not 
as a platform for debate and intellectual interpretations of complex social, 
cultural, and political developments. Instead of presenting different opinions 
and points of view, it served as an organ for a specific group of liberal 
intellectuals and policymakers, facilitating the pursuit of an internationalist 
American ideology and generating support for the ensuing policy initiatives. 
Scholars studying the period of the 1950s and 1960s may not have perceived it 
as a journal of opinion and thus may not have properly appreciated that it did 
play a significant role in the intellectual and political debates of the period. 
In classifying The Reporter it is important to distinguish between its 
actual characteristics and the image projected by the magazine’s editors. As a 
new magazine for the postwar era The Reporter promised a new type of 
journalism. The editors explicitly distanced the new magazine from the existing 
journals of opinion, maintaining that they would offer “facts and ideas” instead 
of “news and opinions.” As this study has demonstrated, The Reporter did 
feature opinions. What differentiated it from the journals of opinion was that, 
more often than not, the opinions it expressed were implicit, rather than explicit. 
The Reporter offered opinions disguised as facts. As this study has established, 
The Reporter was first and foremost a platform for specific causes, not for 
discussion or debate, and it is as a magazine of causes that The Reporter 
deserves increased attention. 
The second reason why The Reporter may have been overlooked 
concerns the circumstances surrounding its 1968 demise. While it was highly 
regarded during the 1950s, by the mid-1960s the magazine had lost much of its 
status and prestige and essentially became irrelevant in liberal intellectual 
circles. While intellectual journals such as The Nation, The New Republic, and 
Commentary survived the turbulent 1960s with their stature intact, The 
Reporter’s final years eclipsed the memory of the magazine at its height. The 
magazine’s unremitting support for the Johnson administration’s Vietnam 
policy made it all the more clear that this was distinctly a magazine of causes, 
not a platform for opinion. In addition, the fact that the magazine’s folding 
coincided with repeated revelations about the Central Intelligence Agency’s 
(CIA) involvement with a number of private initiatives may have led to 
suspicions about The Reporter’s independence and objectivity.2 
                                                     
2 It is telling that the only recent study to mention The Reporter specifically refers to it in the 
context of Cold War covert operation. See: Carol Polsgrove, Divided Minds: Intellectuals and the 
Civil Rights Movement (New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 2001), 143-46. 
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It should also be noted that the years following The Reporter’s demise 
were characterized by a shift in focus among scholars of American history and 
culture. The disintegration of the liberal consensus during the late 1960s led 
Americans to question the idea of national unity-in-diversity as well as the 
notion of American exceptionalism, resulted in an exploration of the many 
different versions and interpretations of America and an attempt to include 
previously disfranchised groups. The result was a new focus on difference and 
diversity in American history, culture, and society. Race, class, gender, and 
sexuality formed important focal points in this new approach to American 
culture, which drew extensively on cultural studies. The Reporter not only 
embodied, but helped shape the status quo which had come under attack from 
this new generation of American scholars. A magazine such as The Reporter, 
aimed at an audience of white, heterosexual, middle- and upper-class males, 
seemingly did not fit into this new ideological perspective. As this study has 
shown, the magazine’s role in shaping the way a large group of Americans 
perceived race, class, and gender certainly warrants closer attention. This study 
has also demonstrated that The Reporter is once again particularly relevant due 
to recent developments in the interrelated fields of Cold War studies and 
international relations. The magazine forms a prime example of the functioning 
of the Cold War state-private network. 
Strengths and Limitations 
As this dissertation has demonstrated, The Reporter had considerable strengths, 
but was also characterized, from the very start, by a number of limitations. The 
first of these was its close cooperation with government officials. While this 
cooperation established The Reporter’s name in Washington, DC, making it a 
force to be reckoned with, it also limited the magazine’s journalistic 
independence and objectivity, resulting in journalistic coverage that was at 
times almost indistinguishable from propaganda. The Reporter’s close 
cooperation with a specific faction within the US government also prevented it 
from truly fulfilling its function as a watchdog supervising the government as a 
whole. 
Secondly, The Reporter was characterized by ideological limitations. It 
was the magazine’s inability to question the foundations of its own underlying 
ideology which limited its ability to adapt to the changing times and marked the 
start of its demise. It should be noted, however, that this underlying ideology 
formed the magazine’s reason for being. The Reporter probably would not have 
been founded at all, had it not originated from this specific ideological 
background. 
Max Ascoli’s role as editor, publisher, and financier in one formed a 
third limitation. Although it was Ascoli’s vision, combined with his extensive 
network and his wife’s financial backing, which propelled the magazine to great 
heights, his powerful personality also formed a distinct limitation. On the one 
hand, he provided such young protégées as Douglass Cater and Meg Greenfield 
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with an opportunity to grow and develop their talents, but on the other hand, his 
headstrong and quarrelsome personality chased away valuable staff members 
and contributors such as Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., Theodore White, and Irving 
Kristol. As this study has demonstrated, Ascoli’s role as editor, publisher, and 
financier in one became a distinct limitation during the magazine’s final years. 
It was Ascoli who, with his inability to delegate responsibility and appoint a 
successor, prevented The Reporter from transcending both its ideological and 
practical limitations. The Reporter did not survive its founder and thus failed to 
fulfill its potential to become a permanent fixture in the American magazine 
field. 
Ultimately, however, these limitations do not justify the fact that the 
magazine has been almost completely overlooked in scholarly accounts of the 
early Cold War era. As this study has shown, The Reporter played an important 
and in some cases in even a decisive role in shaping the cultural, political, and 
journalistic climate of the Cold War era. 
It has been argued in this dissertation that The Reporter’s legacy lies 
primarily in the prominent role it played in shaping the political climate of its 
time. With prominent government officials, representatives of the media, and 
intellectuals among its readers and contributors, the magazine served as a 
powerful agenda setter. The Reporter was a prominent voice in defense of civil 
liberties and its early and vocal opposition to McCarthyism is particularly 
noteworthy. The magazine’s civil rights coverage also deserves special 
attention. As a representative of the gradualist approach to civil rights, it forms 
a key example of the limitations of American liberalism, in this respect. The 
magazine made a significant contribution to the debate about civil rights, 
influencing the course of the debate by consistently highlighting the 
international implications of the civil rights struggle. Its persistent focus on 
international affairs and America’s international responsibility set The Reporter 
apart from many of its counterparts. The magazine provided its readership with 
detailed background information on current affairs in different parts of the 
world. Although this study includes a number of examples of direct, tangible 
influence on government policy, The Reporter’s most significant contribution 
lay in stimulating, facilitating, and directing the creation and dissemination of 
an overarching internationalist worldview. 
It should be noted that the influence a magazine achieves depends to a 
large extent on the receptiveness of its audience. As this study of The Reporter 
has indicated, timing is of the essence when it comes to actually instigating 
change. During the 1950s and early 1960s the magazine reached a broad 
readership of opinion makers, including high-ranking government officials, who 
were receptive to its advocacy of specific causes. As the 1960s progressed, 
however, both the magazine itself and the political context that surrounded it 
changed. As a result, its readership became less receptive, limiting The 
Reporter’s ability to effect change. 
The significance of The Reporter’s coverage of cultural affairs did not 
equal its coverage of political affairs. As Chapter 2 (Format & Editorial Staff) 
Conclusion: The Reporter’s Legacy  
 
499 
of this dissertation has outlined, it can only be concluded that The Reporter’s 
contribution to debates about literature, theater, music, film, and the rise of mass 
culture was limited. Although it published a number of prominent writers and 
literary and cultural critics, and opened its pages to promising young writers as 
well, the articles and short stories published in its “Views and Reviews” section 
were always secondary to the magazine’s more overtly political content. As this 
dissertation has demonstrated, the magazine’s most significant contributions in 
the cultural field were motivated first and foremost by ideological and political 
considerations. The Reporter thus played an important role in shaping the 
culture of the Cold War era in a broader sense. It was an active participant in the 
cultural Cold War and played a significant role in shaping American perception 
of international Communism, the Soviet Union, and Communist China. For this 
reason, this study has focused more on The Reporter’s role in shaping the 
ideological climate of the Cold War era than on its impact on the cultural 
climate of that era. 
The Reporter should also be recognized for its role in keeping the 
tradition of investigative reporting alive during the conformist 1950s. The fact 
that certain of its investigative exposés were politically motivated should not be 
overlooked, but does not diminish the role it fulfilled by drawing attention to 
the dangers of wiretapping, lie-detectors, and nuclear testing at a time when 
most other magazines and newspapers shied away from investigative 
journalism, for fear of standing out and attracting not only expensive lawsuits, 
but McCarthyist attacks as well. The Reporter is truly exceptional in this 
respect. 
The fact that The Reporter was a magazine of causes and that its 
coverage was oftentimes prompted by ideological or political motivations 
should not deter scholars from incorporating The Reporter in their studies of the 
period of the 1950s and 1960s. The sheer size of The Reporter’s readership 
makes it an indispensable source for scholars studying this period. Although the 
magazine’s impact on its broad readership is somewhat difficult to trace, the 
letters to the editor in The Reporter’s archives indicate that readers derived a 
sense of identity from the magazine and looked to The Reporter for information 
and insights to help them make up their minds about specific issues. The 
Reporter thus played an important role in shaping public opinion. In this 
respect, The Reporter surpasses the traditional journals of opinion – The Nation, 
The New Republic, Commentary, The New Leader, and Partisan Review – 
which are frequently cited in studies of the intellectual debates of the 1950s and 
1960s. 
Future Research 
Although this is a comprehensive study of The Reporter as a journalistic 
enterprise, it is by no means exhaustive. Among the topics the magazine 
covered that deserve further attention are: the Korean War; the nuclear threat 
and civil defense; education; the emergence of television as a mass medium; 
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and decolonization. This study draws extensively on The Reporter’s archives, 
but has not exhausted the insights to be drawn from the magazine’s files. The 
research and projects file, the libel files, the killed manuscripts file, and the 
permission files may offer still further insights into The Reporter’s choice of 
topics – especially where its investigative reporting was concerned – and its 
network and reach.  
Max Ascoli’s personal papers – compiling 47 boxes – were used 
primarily to chart the editor-in-chief’s network. Those boxes pertaining to 
Ascoli’s life and work prior to his founding of The Reporter were selectively 
explored, while his correspondence in Italian was left mostly unexplored.3 
Ascoli’s life and work prior to his founding of The Reporter – including his 
involvement with anti-Fascism in Italy and his work for the Mazzini Society 
and the US government after his arrival in the United States – thus still warrants 
closer attention. An assessment of Ascoli’s work for the US government during 
World War II would also have to include an examination of the records of the 
Office of Inter-American Affairs (OIAA) at the National Archives. 
Other key Reporter staff members whose life and work before and after 
their association with the magazine deserve additional attention are: Douglass 
Cater, who served as special assistant to President Johnson and played an 
important role in the creation of the Public Broadcasting Act; Meg Greenfield, 
who went on to become the editor of the Washington Post’s editorial page and 
became one of the most powerful women in Washington, DC; and Marya 
Mannes, who was not only one of the first regular television critics, but an early 
feminist as well.4 
Contribution to Scholarly Debate 
In addition to offering a starting point for future studies of The Reporter and the 
period of which it formed such a significant exponent, this study has also aimed 
to contribute to scholarly debate regarding magazine studies, Cold War studies, 
and, in particular, network research. 
This study has confirmed the value of a comprehensive and 
multifaceted approach in studying a magazine, encompassing its contents, 
                                                     
3 Renato Camurri has explored this correspondence, examining Ascoli’s role as an anti-Fascist in 
Italy and as an exile in the United States during World War II. He has presented his research at a 
number of international conferences, but has not yet published his findings. Rosario Tosiello had 
been working on a biography of Max Ascoli for ten years when he passed away in 2002. His 
research focused primarily on Ascoli’s life and work before his founding of The Reporter. 
Tosiello, who complemented his research at the Howard Gotlieb Archival Research Center at 
Boston University with visits to Italian archives, presented papers at a number of international 
conferences, but published only one article based on his extensive research. Rosario J. Tosiello, 
“Max Ascoli: A Lifetime of Rockefeller Connections,” in The “Unacceptables”: American 
Foundations and Refugee Scholars Between the Two Wars and After, ed. Giuliana Gemelli 
(Brussels: PIE Lang, 2000), 107-140. 
4 Cater’s personal papers are available at the Lyndon B. Johnson Library in Austin, Texas. 
Greenfield’s papers will not be opened until 2009. Mannes’ papers are available at the Howard 
Gotlieb Archival Research Center at Boston University. 
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internal organization, readership, the magazine’s interaction with the network 
surrounding it, and the context of other magazines and its time. Without this 
broad approach, this study would not have uncovered The Reporter’s role 
within the state-private network, a dimension that places the magazine in an 
entirely new light. 
The Reporter’s archives have been indispensable in determining the 
magazine’s identity. Access to these archives has made possible an examination 
not only of the final version of The Reporter’s articles, as they appeared in the 
magazine, but has also illuminated the process of how they came into being. 
Sometimes a whole group of people was involved in writing and researching an 
article and the discussions among the staff and its network of consultants and 
advisers are vital in determining the intent of a specific article and its 
significance in the context of the magazine and its times. Although The 
Reporter did not usually engage explicitly in debates with other magazines, 
many of its articles were, implicitly, meant as contributions to current debate in 
the political arena, or in other media. Without access to the archives, this intent 
would be much more difficult to trace. The archives not only made it possible to 
reconstruct The Reporter’s internal organization, but its network and readership 
as well. 
As this study has demonstrated, the interaction between The Reporter 
and the network that surrounded it forms an excellent example of the 
functioning of the Cold War state-private network. The magazine not only 
originated from this network of intellectuals and government officials, but also 
helped consolidate and expand it, serving as an organ for what Max Ascoli 
dubbed “political intelligence.”5 The Reporter thus played an important role in 
shaping the liberal internationalist worldview and agenda that characterized this 
network and in disseminating these ideas among a broad readership of opinion 
makers. This study establishes that the relationship between The Reporter and 
the government was not a one-way street, with government officials dictating 
the editorial line and what could and could not be published. The example of 
The Reporter clearly shows that reciprocity lay at the foundation of the Cold 
War state-private network. 
It should be noted, however, that The Reporter is not just another 
example of a cultural Cold War initiative. What truly set the magazine apart and 
what makes this study a starting point for future research is the fact that it was 
an explicitly political magazine aimed primarily at a domestic audience. This 
propaganda effort aimed at domestic public opinion has thus far received only 
limited attention, but has important implications because the CIA’s charter 
forbade and forbids such meddling in domestic affairs.6 
                                                     
5 MA to Wallace Carroll, memorandum (cc), 6 June 1947, box 1, folder 1, MAC. 
6 Researchers should be aware, however, that despite the increased availability of relevant 
documents through the Freedom of Information Act, uncovering the CIA’s domestic propaganda 
efforts will require extensive research and may not, in the end, lead to anything more than 
circumstantial evidence of CIA involvement. 
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The Reporter should not be overlooked in future studies of 
McCarthyism, the civil rights struggle, liberal internationalism, and American 
foreign policy and propaganda in the Cold War era. By placing the magazine in 
the context of its time this study has sought to offer a starting point for further 
research of its contents, its editorial stance, and its role in shaping the 
ideological, political and journalistic climate of the early Cold War era. The 
Reporter deserves to be recognized not just as as a key exponent of the Cold 
War state-private network, but as one of the eminently important magazines of 
the early Cold War era. 
 Appendix – Magazine Profile The Reporter 
(1949-1968) 
1. Title 
Title: The Reporter 
Subtitle: A Fortnightly of Facts and Ideas (1949-1955); The Magazine 
of Facts and Ideas (1955-1968). 
 
2. Dates of First and Final Issue 
First issue: April 26, 1949. 
Final issue: June 13, 1968. 
 
3. Number of Volumes 
Two volumes per calendar year (January-June and July-December). 
Thirty-eight volumes in total. 
 
4. Frequency of publication 
Bi-weekly. Starting in 1953 two nonconsecutive issues were dropped 
each summer in the months of July and/or August. 
 
5. Format 
Size: 11.2 by 8.4 inches. Average number of pages: between 40 and 60. 
Covers are glossy and, starting in 1952, in full-color. 
 
6. Sections 
Editorial 
Letters/Correspondence 
Theme Section (different theme every issue) 
The Reader Reports/Reader Contributions (introduced in Volume 1, 
issue 4, discontinued in Volume 1, issue 16) 
The Reporter’s Notes (introduced in Volume 2, issue 3) 
Here & Abroad (introduced in Volume 1, issue 17, discontinued in 
Volume 2, issue 7) 
Books (introduced in Volume 1, issue 17, discontinued in Volume 2, 
issue 7) 
At Home & Abroad (introduced Volume 2, issue 7) 
Views & Reviews (introduced Volume 2, issue 7) 
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7. Illustrations 
Black and white photographs in front and back, drawings and 
illustrations. Photographs discontinued as of Volume 8 (1953). 
 
8. Subscription and Single Copy Rates 
 1949-1958: $5 (overseas $6), $0.25. 
 1958-1963: $6 (overseas $7), $0.25. 
 1963-1968: $7 (overseas $8), $0.35. 
 
9. Adresses 
 Editorial and Business Office 
1949-1954: Daily News Building, 220 East 42nd Street, New York, NY. 
1954-1959: 136 East 57th Street, New York, NY. 
1959-1968: 660 Madison Avenue, New York, NY. 
 
Washington Office 
1949-1964: National Press Building, 14th and F Streets, N.W., 
Washington, DC. 
1964-1968: 1750 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W., Washington, DC. 
 
10. Publishing Company 
1949-1951: Fortnightly Publishing Company, Washington & South 
Avenues, Dunellen, NJ. 
1951-1952: Fortnightly Publishing Company, 220 East 42nd Street, New 
York, NY. 
1952-1954: Fortnightly Publishing Company, Inc., 220 East 42nd Street, 
New York, NY. 
1954-1955 : Fortnightly Publishing Company, Inc., 136 East 57th Street, 
New York, NY. 
1955-1959: The Reporter Magazine Company, 136 East 57th Street, 
New York, NY. 
 1959-1968: The Reporter Magazine Company, 660 Madison Avenue, 
New York, NY. 
 
11. Editorial Staff 
Publisher: Max Ascoli (1949-1955); Harlan Cleveland (1955-1956); 
Max Ascoli (1956-1968). 
Co-Publisher: Ik Shuman (1950). 
Editor-in-Chief: Max Ascoli (1949-1968). 
Executive Editor: Harlan Cleveland (1953-1955); Philip Horton (1957-
1968); George Bailey (1968). 
Editor: Irving Kristol (1958-1959). 
Co-Editor: Dwight Martin (1963-1964). 
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Senior Editor: Philip Horton (1953-1957); Gouverneur Paulding 
(1960-1965). 
Assistant Editor: Philip Horton (1951-1952). 
Managing Editor: Llewellyn White (1949); Philip Horton (1949-
1951); Robert S. Gerdy (1951-1952); Al Newman (1952-1957); Robert 
Bingham (1957-1965); Donald A. Allan (1965-1968). 
Assistant Managing Editor: Robert S. Gerdy (1949-1951); Al 
Newman (1951-1952); William Knapp (1951-1954); Robert Bingham 
(1953-1957); Donald A. Allan (1964-1965). 
Washington Editor: Douglass Cater (1952-1963); Meg Greenfield 
(1964-1968). 
European Editor: Leland Stowe (1949-1950); Vincent Checchi (1950). 
Literary Editor: Nora Magid (1965-1968). 
Art Editor/Art Director: William A. McIntyre (1949-1950); Reg 
Massie (1950-1968). 
Associate Editor: Philip Horton (1952-1953); Ralph M. Blagden 
(1952-1953); Gouverneur Paulding (1953-1960); Theodore Draper 
(1959-1960); Cyrilly Abels (1960-1961); Robert Cowley (1965-1966); 
Robert S. Gallagher (1965-1966); Kenneth Goodall (1966-1968). 
Copy Editor: Wellington Wales (1949); Al Newman (1949-1951); 
William Knapp (1949-1951); Robert Bingham (1952-1953); Robert H. 
Albert (1958); Donald A. Allan (1963-1964); Robert S. Gallagher 
(1964-1965); Robert Cowley (1965); Elizabeth Stille (1965-1968). 
Contributing Editors: Robert Bendiner (1956-1960); William S. 
Fairfield (1958); William Harlan Hale (1955-1958). 
Staff Writers: George Bailey (1962-1968); Robert Bingham (1949-
1952); Barbara Carter (1949-1965); Douglass Cater (1949-1952); 
Charles Clift (1955-1959); Richard Donovan (1949-1953); Meg 
Greenfield (1961-1964); William Harlan Hale (1949); Pat Holt (1949-
1950); Paul Jacobs (1957-1961); Ward S. Just (1962-1963); Marya 
Mannes (1954-1963); William Lee Miller (1955-1956); James M. 
Minifie (1949-1950); Claire Neikind/Sterling (1949-1968); Martin 
Nolan (1967-1968); Gouverneur Paulding (1949-1953); Theodore A. 
Sumberg (1949); Edmond Taylor (1959-1968); Denis Warner (1966-
1968); Theodore H. White (1954-1955); David Wills (1949-1950). 
Librarian: Ruth Ames (1949-1968). 
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12. Business Staff 
General Manager: Richard P. Callanan (1949-1950); Raymond 
Frankel (1950-1952); John J. Borghi (1957-1968). 
Business Manager: Joseph F. Murphy (1949-1950). 
Production Manager: Anthony J. Ballo (1949-1951); Malcolm J. 
Fleming (1951-1953); Ann Hollyday Sharp (1955-1963); Rudolph Ford 
(1963-1968). 
Promotion Manager/Director of Promotion: Cy Mann (1949-1950); 
L. Marshall Green (1950); Shirley Katzander (1955-1968). 
Advertising Manager/Director of Advertising: Houston Boyles 
(1949-1951); Richard F. Lyon (1951-1952); Edward Roeder, Jr. (1952-
1953); William Reardon (1954-1956); Patricia Calvert (1956-1958); 
Harry R. Davis (1958-1963); E. Lawrence White, Jr. (1963-1965); 
Roger J. Lederer (1965-1968). 
Circulation Manager: R.C. Grevatt (1950); Albert Charles Simonson 
(1951-1954); George Hinckley (1954-1968). 
 
13. Circulation 
1950 15.000
1951 20.000
1952 60.000
1953 85.000
1954 100.000
1955 105.000
1956 110.000
1957 118.000
1958 122.000
1959 130.000
1960 158.000
1961 160.000
1962 170.000
1963 175.000
1964 190.000
1965 200.000
1966 200.000
1967 210.000
1968 210.000
 
14. Index 
A complete index to The Reporter – organized alphabetically by author 
and by subject – was published for each volume. These indices are 
included with the microfilm edition of the magazine which can be found 
at the Radboud University Nijmegen library. Articles in The Reporter 
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from the beginning of 1953 are also indexed in the Readers’ Guide to 
Periodical Literature. 
 
15. Location 
Radboud University Nijmegen, the Netherlands: Volume 1, issue 1 
(first issue) – Volume 38, issue 12 (final issue) on microfilm. 
University of Amsterdam, the Netherlands: Volume 11, issue 1 (1954) – 
Volume 38, issue 12 (1968). Missing: Volume 28, issues 9 and 11. 
 
16. Archives 
Max Ascoli Collection. Howard Gotlieb Archival Research Center at 
Boston University. 
 
 List of Abbreviations 
In addition to the abbreviations listed below, this study uses MA for Max 
Ascoli, as well as the standard abbreviations TL (typed letter), TLS (typed letter 
signed), ALS (autographed letter signed), and cc (carbon copy). 
 
Manuscript Collections 
AWDP  Allen W. Dulles Papers. Seeley G. Mudd Manuscript Library, 
Princeton University. 
IDP  Isaac Deutscher Papers. International Institute for Social 
History, Amsterdam, the Netherlands. 
MAC  Max Ascoli Collection. Howard Gotlieb Archival Research 
Center at Boston University. 
MMC  Marya Mannes Collection. Howard Gotlieb Archival Research 
Center at Boston University. 
 
Organizations and Government Agencies 
ACCF  American Committee for Cultural Freedom 
ACLU  American Civil Liberties Union 
ACUE  American Committee on United Europe 
ADA  Americans for Democratic Action 
AEC  Atomic Energy Commission 
CCF  Congress for Cultural Freedom 
CIA  Central Intelligence Agency 
COI  Office of the Coordinator of Information 
CORE  Congress of Racial Equality 
CUE  Committee on United Europe 
EDC  European Defense Community 
EEC  European Economic Community 
FBI  Federal Bureau of Investigation 
FCC  Federal Communications Commission 
FOIA  Freedom of Information Act 
FSM  Free Speech Movement 
HICOG  United States High Commission for Germany 
HUAC  Committee on Un-American Activities of the House of 
Representatives 
INS  Immigration and Naturalization Service 
IRS  Internal Revenue Service 
IUS  International Union of Students 
NAACP National Association for the Advancement of Colored People 
NATO  North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
NCFE  National Committee for a Free Europe (also Free Europe 
Committee, FEC) 
  
 
510 
NSA  National Student Association 
NSC  National Security Council 
OCIAA  Office of the Coordinator of Inter-American Affairs 
OIAA  Office of Inter-American Affairs 
OMGUS US Office of Military Government in Germany 
ONE  Office of National Estimates 
OSS  Office of Strategic Services 
OWI  Office of War Information 
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RFE  Radio Free Europe 
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SDS  Students for a Democratic Society 
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SNCC  Student Non-Violent Coordinating Committee 
UNRRA United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration 
USIA  United States Information Agency 
VOA Voice of America 
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 Samenvatting 
Het Amerikaanse opinietijdschrift The Reporter verdient het erkend te worden 
als één van de meest vooraanstaande tijdschriften van de vroege Koude Oorlog. 
The Reporter werd in 1949 opgericht door de in Italië geboren politiek en 
juridisch filosoof Max Ascoli, die gedurende het gehele negentienjarige bestaan 
van het tijdschrift de rol van hoofdredacteur, uitgever en geldschieter zou 
vervullen. Dankzij zijn diepgravende berichtgeving over internationale 
ontwikkelingen en zijn exposés over binnenlandse aangelegenheden, in een 
periode waarin de meeste tijdschriften zich verre hielden van 
onderzoeksjournalistiek, groeide The Reporter al snel uit tot één van de meest 
gelezen en meest invloedrijke opinietijdschriften van de Verenigde Staten. Het 
tweewekelijkse tijdschrift, gewijd aan ‘feiten en ideeën’, was een belangrijke 
exponent van het anticommunistische en pro-Amerikaanse gedachtegoed dat de 
Koude Oorlog kenmerkte. De ondergang van het tijdschrift in 1968 viel samen 
met de teloorgang van dit gedachtegoed, dat gedurende de jaren vijftig en 
vroege jaren zestig de basis vormde voor zowel buitenlands beleid als de 
liberale oplossingen voor binnenlandse problemen. 
Het eerste nummer van het tijdschrift verscheen weliswaar in april 
1949, maar de oorsprong van The Reporter ligt in de jaren direct na de Tweede 
Wereldoorlog. De belofte van vrijheid en democratie die in de Verenigde Staten 
het einde van de Tweede Wereldoorlog kenmerkte, maakte gedurende deze 
periode plaats voor een nieuwe dreiging. Het nieuwe internationale conflict dat 
zich begon af te tekenen bracht voor de Verenigde Staten een zware 
internationale verantwoordelijkheid met zich mee. Het nieuwe tijdperk dat 
hiermee aanbrak, vormde niet alleen het uitgangspunt, maar ook de 
bestaansreden van The Reporter. 
Als tijdschrift voor een nieuw tijdperk in de geschiedenis van de 
Verenigde Staten, gekenmerkt door internationale samenwerking onder 
Amerikaans leiderschap, stelde The Reporter zich ten doel zowel het 
Amerikaanse publiek als beleidsmakers in Washington, DC, van gedegen 
achtergrondinformatie te voorzien over internationale ontwikkelingen en zo de 
Amerikaanse publieke opinie en het Amerikaanse overheidsbeleid te 
beïnvloeden en mede vorm te geven. 
Deze studie onderzoekt de invloed van The Reporter op het culturele, 
politieke en journalistieke klimaat van de Koude-Oorlogsperiode. In het 
verleden beschreven tijdschriftonderzoekers hun studieobjecten veelal als 
spiegels, vensters, of barometers. Recent zijn zij andere metaforen gaan 
gebruiken om aan te geven dat tijdschriften de politieke, culturele en 
maatschappelijke ontwikkelingen van hun tijd niet alleen weergeven, maar dat 
zij ook een actieve rol spelen in het vormgeven van deze ontwikkelingen. 
Tijdschriften fungeren als platforms, broedplaatsen en verspreiders van ideeën, 
instrumenten in de constructie van cultuur en nationale identiteit, en werken als 
katalysatoren voor maatschappelijke veranderingsprocessen. Veel meer dan 
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spiegels of ‘neutrale’ bronnen die de culturele werkelijkheid van hun tijd 
weergeven, leveren ze een actieve bijdrage aan het tot stand brengen van die 
werkelijkheid. Invloed speelt dan ook een belangrijke rol in 
tijdschriftonderzoek. 
Hoewel tijdschriftonderzoekers het er over eens zijn dat tijdschriften 
een actieve rol spelen in het vormgeven van de politieke, culturele en 
maatschappelijke realiteit, blijft de invloed van tijdschriften moeilijk te 
kwantificeren. Toch probeert deze studie de invloed van The Reporter op een 
aantal verschillende manieren aan te tonen. Een vergelijking met prominente 
liberale opinietijdschriften als The Nation, The New Republic, Commentary, The 
New Leader en Partisan Review toont aan dat The Reporter gedurende de jaren 
vijftig en de vroege jaren zestig een vergelijkbare rol speelde in debatten over 
binnenlandse en buitenlandse aangelegenheden. In oplage overtrof The Reporter 
deze tijdschriften ruimschoots; op zijn hoogtepunt bereikte het tijdschrift een 
oplage van meer dan 200.000, bijna twee keer zoveel als de oplages van The 
Nation en The New Republic, de twee toentertijd meest prominente 
Amerikaanse opiniebladen, bij elkaar. Omdat oplagecijfers niet bepalend zijn 
voor de daadwerkelijke invloed van een tijdschrift, onderzoekt deze studie ook 
de reacties van lezers en hun beeld van het tijdschrift. Ook worden de prijzen en 
andere blijken van waardering belicht, die The Reporter voor zijn berichtgeving 
over binnenlandse en buitenlandse aangelegenheden ontving. Daarnaast 
onderzoekt deze studie de reputatie van het tijdschrift in intellectuele, 
journalistieke en overheidskringen. The Reporter publiceerde artikelen van 
vooraanstaande historici en politieke en economische experts als Isaac 
Deutscher, John Kenneth Galbraith, Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., en Henry 
Kissinger; literaire en culturele critici als Malcolm Cowley en Alfred Kazin; 
vooraanstaande intellectuelen als Mary McCarthy en Irving Howe; en bekende 
schrijvers als Bernard Malamud, James Baldwin en Gore Vidal. Ook vormde 
The Reporter een belangrijk platform voor beleidsmakers. Het tijdschrift 
publiceerde artikelen van Amerikaanse senatoren als J. William Fulbright, 
Jacob Javits en John F. Kennedy, leden van het Amerikaanse Congres en 
vooraanstaande leden van de uitvoerende en rechterlijke macht zoals Dean 
Acheson, George Kennan en Daniel P. Moynihan. Ten slotte neemt deze studie 
de rol onder de loep die The Reporter speelde in het op de agenda plaatsen van 
onderwerpen als corruptie binnen de overheid, de gevaren van nucleaire straling 
en de schending van burgerrechten in de Verenigde Staten. 
Hoewel The Reporter gedurende de jaren vijftig en vroege jaren zestig 
ontegenzeglijk een vooraanstaand tijdschrift was, is het tot nu toe echter vrijwel 
geheel over het hoofd gezien in studies van deze periode. Dit in tegenstelling tot 
tijdschriften als The Nation, The New Republic en Commentary. Het is mogelijk 
dat wetenschappers The Reporter moeilijk te classificeren vonden. Het 
tijdschrift bereikte een veel breder publiek dan de traditionele Amerikaanse 
opiniebladen. Wat zijn uitstraling en de samenstelling en omvang van zijn 
lezerspubliek betreft, leek The Reporter meer op tijdschriften als The Atlantic, 
Harper’s, The Saturday Review en The New Yorker, die meer aandacht 
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besteedden aan cultuur dan aan intellectuele debatten. Ook is het mogelijk dat 
wetenschappers The Reporter voornamelijk zagen als een orgaan voor een 
specifieke groep liberale intellectuelen en beleidsmakers, en dat zij om die 
reden zijn bijdrage aan intellectuele en politieke debatten minder serieus namen. 
Een andere verklaring voor het feit dat The Reporter niet wordt 
aangehaald in studies van de jaren vijftig en vroege jaren zestig ligt mogelijk in 
de omstandigheden rond de ondergang van het tijdschrift in 1968. Tijdschriften 
als The Nation, The New Republic en Commentary overleefden de turbulente 
jaren zestig met hun status intact, maar The Reporter verloor gedurende de jaren 
zestig veel van zijn prestige, mede doordat het tijdschrift onvoorwaardelijk de 
Vietnam politiek van de regering Johnson bleef steunen. Dit standpunt maakte 
eens te meer duidelijk dat The Reporter geen platform voor uiteenlopende 
opinies vormde. Het lijkt erop dat de nadagen van The Reporter de hoogtijdagen 
van het tijdschrift hebben overschaduwd. 
Hoewel The Reporter zeker zijn tekortkomingen had – nauwe 
samenwerking met de Amerikaanse overheid, ideologische beperkingen en de 
overheersende rol van Max Ascoli zijn de belangrijkste drie – is het tijdschrift 
ten onrechte in de vergetelheid geraakt. In toekomstige studies van het 
McCarthyisme, de burgerrechtenbeweging, het liberaal-internationalistische 
gedachtegoed, en Amerikaanse buitenlandse politiek en propaganda tijdens de 
Koude Oorlog mag het tijdschrift niet opnieuw over het hoofd worden gezien. 
Recente ontwikkelingen in de nauw met elkaar verweven 
onderzoeksvelden van Koude-Oorlogsstudies en internationale betrekkingen 
maken The Reporter tot een zeer relevant studieobject. Recente studies van de 
Koude Oorlogsperiode benadrukken de ideologische aspecten van het conflict 
tussen de Verenigde Staten en de Sovjet-Unie en stellen de strijd tussen de twee 
grootmachten niet alleen voor als een geopolitiek en militair conflict, maar ook 
als een ideeënoorlog. Hierbij worden beleidsmakers en staatslieden niet langer 
gezien als de enigen die het Amerikaanse beleid vormgaven en is er meer en 
meer aandacht voor de rol die privé-personen en organisaties speelden in het 
creëren van Amerikaans beleid en Amerikaanse ideologie ten tijde van de 
Koude Oorlog. Deze studie toont aan dat The Reporter een belangrijke 
illustratie vormt van het samensmelten van overheids- en privé-initiatieven 
tijdens de cruciale periode vanaf het einde van de Tweede Wereldoorlog tot de 
vroege jaren zestig. 
Het merendeel van de studies over de culturele Koude Oorlog, zoals 
deze ideeënoorlog wordt genoemd, concentreert zich op Amerikaanse 
propaganda gericht op West-Europa en legt de nadruk op de samenwerking 
tussen de Amerikaanse overheid, de CIA in het bijzonder, en Europese 
intellectuelen en organisaties. Deze studie van The Reporter belicht de 
binnenlandse dimensie van deze ideologische initiatieven en toont aan dat 
Amerikaanse propaganda niet enkel gericht was op West-Europa en de 
satellietstaten van de Sovjet-Unie, maar ook op Amerikaanse burgers. Het feit 
dat The Reporter een politiek tijdschrift was dat zich expliciet ten doel stelde 
invloed uit te oefenen in Washington, DC, onderscheidt het tijdschrift eens te 
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meer van de overheersend culturele initiatieven van deze ideeënoorlog en werpt 
nieuw licht op de nauwe samenwerking tussen de CIA en de Amerikaanse pers. 
Deze studie toont aan dat de relatie tussen The Reporter en de overheid geen 
eenrichtingsverkeer was. Het was niet zo dat vertegenwoordigers van de 
overheid de redactionele lijn voorschreven en aangaven wat wél en wat niet 
mocht worden gepubliceerd. Het voorbeeld van The Reporter laat duidelijk zien 
dat wederkerigheid de basis vormde van deze samenwerkingsverbanden ten 
tijde van de Koude Oorlog. 
De drie delen van dit proefschrift vertellen het verhaal van de opkomst 
en ondergang van The Reporter en belichten díe onderwerpen die kenmerkend 
waren voor de berichtgeving van het tijdschrift. Dit is de eerste 
wetenschappelijke studie die op grote schaal gebruik maakt van de archieven 
van The Reporter. De beschikbaarheid van dit materiaal maakte het mogelijk 
zowel de interne als de externe geschiedenis van het tijdschrift te bestuderen en 
zo een compleet nieuw en oorspronkelijk perspectief toe te voegen aan deze 
studie. 
Deel I beschrijft The Reporter als journalistieke onderneming en belicht 
zowel de oorsprong en ontwikkeling als de organisatorische aspecten van het 
tijdschrift. Deel II en III behandelen een aantal thema’s die gedurende het 
gehele bestaan van The Reporter een belangrijke plaats innamen in de 
berichtgeving. Elk thema illustreert de identiteit van The Reporter, zijn 
journalistieke stijl en zijn invloed op het politieke, culturele, sociale en 
journalistieke klimaat van zijn tijd. Door bespreking van zowel de inhoud en het 
redactionele beleid alsook de interne dynamiek binnen de redactie, de interactie 
met het lezerspubliek en de ontvangst van specifieke artikelen, worden in deze 
studie interne en externe geschiedenis van het tijdschrift met elkaar verenigd.  
Deel II belicht de berichtgeving van The Reporter over binnenlandse 
aangelegenheden. Zoals uit dit deel van de dissertatie blijkt, waren binnenlandse 
en buitenlandse politiek vaak nauw met elkaar verweven in The Reporter en had 
het tijdschrift met zijn berichtgeving veelal een bepaald politiek doel voor ogen. 
Dit geldt in het bijzonder voor de berichtgeving over het McCarthyisme, 
waarmee The Reporter zijn naam vestigde. 
Deel III plaatst The Reporter in de context van de Koude Oorlog en 
bespreekt de functie die het tijdschrift, met zijn vurig anticommunistische 
retoriek en nauwe banden met de Amerikaanse overheid, vervulde in de Koude-
Oorlogspropaganda, zowel in de Verenigde Staten als in het buitenland. Ook 
plaatst dit deel van de dissertatie The Reporter in de context van het naoorlogse 
Amerikaanse liberalisme, waarbij nieuw licht wordt geworpen op de verschillen 
tussen het tijdschrift en de liberale gemeenschap. Tenslotte bespreekt dit laatste 
deel de interne en externe factoren die een rol speelden in de ondergang van The 
Reporter, waarbij wordt gesteld dat hoewel Max Ascoli de beslissing om The 
Reporter op te heffen pas in 1967 nam, de ondergang van het tijdschrift zijn 
oorsprong had in de vroege jaren zestig. 
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